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JPREFACE 
; T Dein in the fol- 
lowwing Papers, is not 
ſo much either to 
Wr in Speculation the 
Weakneſs of Dr Bennet's Scheme, 
or to vindicate that of the learned 
Author be oppoſes ; as to contribute 
my Mite towards perſuading the 
rational and ſerious pays the 
Chriftian World (what wou'd tend 
infautely to the Honour of Cod in 
raiſe, .and to the promoting of 128 
true Religion tthout any Detriment 
to the external Conſtitution and 
Government of any particular 
Church ;) that they would at length 
conſider and lay to Heart the Ad- 
vice of the great and learned Dr 
Nu N Stilling- 


8 


„ The Preface. 
© $tillingfleet in his Irenicum, p- 
 $20-—1422. I ſhall ſubjoin (ſat 
« he) the Judgment of as learned 
and judicious. a Divine, [Mr 
fohn aw as moſt our Nati» ij : 
*,on has bred, in his excellent, 
tho, little Tract, concerning 
* Schiſm : Cuynſider of 4 
«" he Liturgies that are and ever 
hade been; and © remove from 
E them whatever is ſcan alous 
* 10, any Party, and leave not im 
* but wobat all agree on; and th 
Event ſball le, that the publick 
rice and Honour of God, ſhall 
* 0 Ways. ſuffer. —— Thus far 
„“ that. excellent Perſon, © whoſe 
„Words I | Dr. Stllingfleet } 
have taken the Pains to tranſcribe; 
«« becauſe of that great "Wiſdom, 
Judgment and Moderation, con- 
e tained in them; and the Seaſona- 
i bleneſs of his Council and Advice, ¶ 
© to the preſent Poſture of Affairs 4 
.* amongſt us. Were we ſo happy, / 
+. but to take off Things granted || n 
9 H unneceſe 
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i unneceſſary 1 by All. 1 and ja pec- 
1 n | ing the Bonds of. our | Comi- 


« munion, but what Chriſt has done; 
e might indeed be reſtored 
to a, truc. Px imitive Luſtre. 


And I certainly the primitive 


4 Hine, that did not charge 
« Mens Faith with ſuch a Load of 
1 Articles, as now in theſe latter A- 
„ges Men are chaig d with, wou d 
much leſs burden Men with impo- 
« ling doubtful Practices upon them 
« as the Ground of Church- Com- 


« munion. And for publick 


« Forms of divine Service, ſuch 


« of all Things, certainly ſhonld 
& be ſo compoſed, as to be the 
« leaſt” ſubject to any Scruple from 
4 any Perſons whatſoever, ” 
The two Letters annexed, 2 
written (excepting only ſome few 
Additions) 7 % l Time 
ſmce, for private Uſe; and had 
not Now ſeen the Light, had not the 
Rewe- 


Neverend Dr Waterland, in hir 


eh pag. 8 72 
15 


* 


* inſated almoſt: toholly upon 


- - * W ; ö / a3 * 5 , * 9 
„ * y "i 
* \ Fa * 7 8 
©. =; 1 
1 
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Book entitled, A Defenfe of ſome 


the lame, frpuments with the Au. 
thors to whom theſe Letters are ad- 
dreſſed ;* and recommended One of 
thoſe Amthors very particularly, in 


457; ang in his Preface, pag: 4. 
as 4 learned and yet unanſwered 
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_— 4 2 be, he — 2 
an dbl of the ſame Species with Us, or a Per- 8 

fon [on of far }Superiour Dignity, 66 

Chap. 9, the y or Word mentioned by St 

Jon, J 2 a real Perſon, the Per- 
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| fon of our Saviour preexiſting before bis Ihears 


nation, or wh it means only Somewhat (i 
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certum quid) belonging to the Father, 
and . ſuper added to the Ma 3 
time of bis Conception, | | 
O. $ - 
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INTRODUOTFION. 


TY 3 3 ee 
n Denominations, and in all Ages, 
engage in this Gontroverſy about the 
Trinity, is the juſt Notion they have 
of, its greet Moment and Importance 
in Religion. An Ertdr here, feaches 
— — than is at firſt percet- 
ved; and affeds all the great Branches of Chriſtianity; | 
the Tncdrnatzon, Death, Satisfaction, and Interceſſion 
of. our bleſſed It influences alſo our religious 
Praftices, and (ay Men are generally too apt to mix 
needleſlsy their private Opinions with. their - moſt ſo- 
ons Prayers,). e! but lead Men into 
. 0 * (what ought always to be moſt 
1550 n to u 88 _ . 


ee y xr om e 
* due Time the F 


lber 


ther was born, and the 9 k 
the Son or » 
from the Fa 


Stheme 88 


Fintbm and his 
_ corrupted Chriſtianity, by aſſerting two diſtinct ratie- 


"4 Aeſtwys the Toctriaeion and Death of 
Kedeemet; and 4s * gr 4 unkno 


of Scriptute, yet the Muinthithchs © 125 rror mir 


is © # " N 
= *Y 
6 95 ke hs 
1 4 1 Lg 


real rr ſon that was fi Word diſtinct 


but that the Sy God ' himſelf 
became incarnate He mult make make SatisfaZtio — f, 
and intercede w 
vocats, with 2 Wha 
nſiſtont wi 


lianiſm à little * — e 2 «Fab 
becoming incarnate, this allowsonly extraordinary 

N Afro the” Man Chrift Jeſus : And thus the Incar- 
nation of the Word, and the Merit of Chrift's Death 
and Paſhon, 18 extreme leſſen d, being put upon the 
Level with the Death of any common Man; and the 
Perſon offered, is of no greater Dignity or Ercellen- 
cy, than a. meer Man. Thoſe Sabelliam, who were 
not- Erith ent, maintained &a&@ly this ' Notion. 


ollowers, were among the firſt who 


nal Perſons to have been in our — tes The 2 


2 the other Chri· e (ks St. John 

was not the C bri at Chrif hor 
upon Fefus, fir Un Ba ” 250 at laſt, 85 18. 
. "withdrew Frvy from Jeſus, 
4 Eee Crum e Tels dow Juf?t8 th 
& refurrexiſſe: Chriſto! au- 'Foſe n; I con- 


of 


exiſtentem nen 3 an heavy Nature. Wy 


., EN 7 Notion, e 
Saviour a1 
8 fo the ſacred 
Wer — * — in 8 of. is 
Trinity, al es very mich the other 
- Notions of ChlBanity : A whatever = pole 


ſions may be contrived to ſolve a 


tem impaſſibilem perſeveraſſe, IP . as ee 


eren upon ſuch Oe 10 e of their 
er Principles 


z that twas not 


3 e this a | 


| "7 * 0 hy «ith | | Lo 4 

„„ 

lea, [29 tuan cop vince gn impatial Perſon of 
ounlation they? Ae) oils 


na ver ill 


med ppon:ghem. An Exror in 
igious Matte often cauſes 5 
e Sacrifice of Fools. If Men's 
Notions ot the Trinity are (for Example) Sabellian, 
they are led too naturally to pray to Names or Modes, 
i. e. to abftra# Term, inſtead of Perſons, who alone 
can be the Objects of Prayer. They give Thanks to 
Words only, and not to an intelligent Agent, who a- 
lone can hear us and receive the Honour we deſign to 
give him. Or elfe perhaps they confound the Object 
of Adoration ; thanking one Perſon for redeeming ug 
with his Blood, who never was incarnate ; and offering 
up Prayers as to Another, which yet 1s the felt-ſame 
individual 7 eee | 
| Theſe and fveh like Conſiderat ions fre of that Im- 
portance in Religion, that no reaſonable and conſide- 
rate Man, who knows pO we are under to 
be of a Chriftian uw canbeuilpleaſed to hear theſe 
Matters calmly treated af. Not is there any Chriſtian 
Who will not join in declaring with the 3 | 
Bennet, p. 2t, that We lay dfide our Prejudices, 
and diſentamgle our Selves from thoſe Notions, which we 
have received, not from the Holy Scriptures, but from fal- 
lible Writers. Ve muſt habe Recomſe to our Bibles, if 
we defire to be reſolved, whether the Word or divine 
Nature of our Lord Feſus Chriſt be the very God, or n. 
. are not left deſtitute of ſufficient Means for the 
1 erminatfon of this Point. The thſpired Writers 
te h clear, and fyeck very plainly concern 
ug it, | te I 3 
'. Iconfeſs, I think the inſpired Writings are exceeds 
1g clear in this Controverſy ; but yet I do not E 
2 
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The State the ge 75 Dr Bens 

1 Ls and Dr Clarke. N . 

1 
Kt Ar one to the fixft Po oe Controverſy, 


ber the 
Ka Ver TILT ret 52 be 45 A4 | 
n, t be one Ne x1 ent And 


Jun den it; ma Ay 175 
or to, the one [elfexaſfent or ve; 
| But I 12 40 more parti 


Pe cee, Ben 1 gment of ſbe two Schemes. 


Dr Clarke's as far ag ig here needful to re- 
cite it, ſeems to me to be contain d in theſe Propo- 
h e ia ps foperme Oli and Origin of 

1f, is one uſe an 0 
n „ Things: One Ne mpounded, undivided, 
gs l 501 or Perſon, who is the Au- 
: thor all Bein gs, 900 the Founta in of all Power. 
4 2d. With this firſt and ſupreme Cauſe or Father 
* of all Things, there has exiſted, from the Begin- 
* ning, a ſecond divine Perſon, which ſis his. Word 


| " or Son. 
3d. With the Father and the Son, there has exiſ- 


* ted, from the Beg inning, a third divine Perſon, 


hich is the S Bort ot the Father and of the Son, 
* 4 5th. The Father (or. firſt Perſon) Alone, is Self⸗ 


exiſtent, Fiel r e 3 
— of * begotten of none, proceeding from | 


B3 Tz * 


in this Place, 1 Or- 


4 124, e Son (or econ Perſon) js not "I i 
F ſtent, bee his Being or fon) jo and all 155 


= Attributes, fromr-the Father,” ao from the fuprems 
Ka — — * — 3 4 
* 18th. The [Are 2 Word or Son of the Fa- 

; * ther, | YL into th lan ba me our Fleſh, and die 
7275 Ou Sins of Ma was 25 0 irvine, 


1 them er Nene © g DA n Attry 


ower of. zhe "7 cal erſon, 
the ſame who from the ling had been the 


b- 7 © 8 5 ae of the Will, * the SHA 

eve Ys | * wala! | ] or thin 

1 e 5 
' Tra 2p OF, 0 i 


ſometimes ſi FO No "th 
Wh, ee e 0 che ie 
ment 5s Lamel in e oY, 15 
* Account of his metaphyſical Subſt $ 
foever, as of his relative Attributes and dt 5 60 


uthority over 
7 334. The Ward, God, | in Sipeng, LEY; 


s 
x 


_, 


: 1 fies a complex N tion of More Ter Ns "than ( 
but always means ene. Perſon oh Gee ths 0 
1 5m eh of the F uber ſingly, ar eee of 0 
] 
th, Tie eaſor why the S bn ' thou} 
1 PR Lhe: God, wh alfo tiles * 


* yet at the ſame. Time alway 5 declares there 1 2 
eben rt in the M guarchy of the 


| * verſe, there is but one 19 805 1 Tl inal 1155 
Father, (erative in the gon ihe Four of the 
13 - * Son, DID, not another Power © oP! to that of 


the Father, nor another Power coordinate with that 
: of the Father, but wat the Power and ny, 
5 5 9 04 


rr = A. 


j 


* of the Father eee to, wake 1 
4 and exerciſed by the Son.” 

*« 424, The Holy Spirit, abel Kidorltate to th 
| Father, o he is alſo in Seripture repreſented ; 
ſabordinate to the Son, bath by Nettes and by the 
Will of the Father; excepting only that he is de- 
* ſcribed as turing the Conducter and Guide of our 
1 1 is State of Humiliation here upon 


22151 Upon theſe denn abſchnely 
* l to due to the Perſon of the Father 57095 
41 1 Baveg. being alone the ſupreme Author of all Being 
Kath, For ne Reaſon, all Prayers and 
4% Praiſes ought primarily or ultimate y to be dixected 
** tothe. Perſon'of the Father, 28 the Original and 
Primary Author of all Good. 
45th Whatever Honour is paid to the Son 
0 * who redeem'd, or to the Holy Spirit who ſapctifies 

4 , muſt always be underſtood” as "tending fina * | 
tothe Honour and Glory of the'Pather, by w 
* good Pleaſure the Son redeemed, and the Holy r 


« xit: 2 — f * — ta 0 wok 
e three ions, en 
— Ku ck, tor the Sake i Support of 
which, his w Book was written) 


Clarke tightly, 

| It is not neceſſary to cite any et the Dofor's | 
; Propoſitions, to ſhew his Opinion in what Senſe the 
ORD or Son, is ſtiled, God, in Scripture, and 
on what Accounts he is ſubordinate to the Father. 
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ut This Scheme, 1F, preſerves the -numerical Unity.of 

"my Gal inn; but makes the Unity of the Son and Spi . 

he nit with the Father to be only H rade; not [ne- 

he ceſſarily] an NN Eſſence or individual Subſouce, 

of Wi but of Kuchen and Conſeut.. Ie keeps" up to the 
| 8 which have mwriverſally ſpoken Tor of this 

ty WF Sort of Ur, whenever they pe of Opity.of | 

of ** or Eg Agents, 2. It givesa 4 — 


B 4 Accoun 


' 


l 

t of that Expreſſſon af beripture, T and th4 

ather are is, unum, Oue; not J, unus, Jobn 10, 30. 
Fadeed the Scriptures in every Place where thi men- 
pion 0 of intelligent Agents, always ſpeak i in 
753 Ro ens and always call it bs, mum. 
0 cb. Fe N 11, 21, 22, 23. 1 Cor. 3. 8. 
| 3dh; This makes the Term, Proforr 
FAR 7 ay fe Th Thing as it always dpes in our Lan- 
ber ty conve ys to — eo do s Mind .*. Ideas 
ut ſuch as it may have clear enough. 4. This a- 
voids all thoſe yh x nc Teal or ſeemin With 
n hat O P is 22 which makes the 
to be os God, ſelf-exiſtent and yet deri 
ved; the very very Jam individual Being or Agent, _ to 
be Father and 5tbly. This naturally accounts 
for the Father's bein — than the Son; for the 
Son's not knowing the Day of Judgment : and for all 
thoſe Texts of 3 which plainly ſeem to im- 
ieee Way f. 5 
| es WAY Ip very g ion pro 

per pnę, of the Incarnation : Anda Man t 


any Difficulty gonceive, that the A. or. WORD, 
an intelligent Agent, diſtin from, _—_ 8 

ip o the Father, was incarnate; did aa 

Blood, was made Man, 1 d He, % 

the Scriptures every where decla 

In Oppoſition to this . Dr Bemet has 

offered the following one, which he thinks more 4 
greeable to Scriptpre, and eee more en 

cher i Nl. TheScriptoyes do teach, that the 
| “ The ns o teach, that t 

- 145 22 1yine Nature o our Lord Jeſus Chrift, 


. the wry God The Holy Ghoſt, "© pan? he 
7 5 . ee e Wy; 9 


* Chap. 14. p. 276. 304, © The Word and the Spirit 
c #9 realy Ae ** eg 


Ty 3 | s 
ga nada 


p. 2 al 
* my Nch Sciptrs EVES ai Ringuiſh 
WES Bei very God, both from 
Ide Word and from ae ai 
5thly,” © There js in the, divine Nature or E. 
*'ſence, 'SOMETH NG diſtinct from the Word and 
the Spirit; and which, together with the Word and 


* the Spirit, conſtitutes, the whole A Nature or 
l Eſſence. ibid. 

eh. The Word A the Spirit ace GOD, that 
* Is, Pan . fo, 9 of, the lelferiftent 


Jag bs So Seach of thedivine Nature or Ef- 
y 85 1 as is not by any more particular Name diſtin 
| © "puſhed 3 in Scripture from the Word and the Spirit, 
* which is concei 1 by us as Prior in « 
* Conſideration to both the Word and the Spirit, is 
1 ly. term'd the eternal Father of the 
\ 21 
. 5 be Word, Perſon, when 
* Son and Holy Ghoſt, does not fig diſtinet 
* intelh au Meet from the Father. We can't exact · 
; vt define what a divine Perſon is. p. 218. — + 
9th. God is incarnate by . Perſon on- 

r 15 le touches a Point given, if B 
4 15 s it, at the ſame Time that 4 and C do 
a not touch it, notwithſtanding 4 and C together 
- with B do coeſſentially itute the Teangle. f 
p. 220. 

8 Tothly, “ The Word , notwithſtanding the perſo- 

% nal Union, did forbear to communicate his extraor- 
** dinary Influences to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, during 
the Time of our Saviour's Miniſtry, c. 9. p. 125. 
I.“ Chrift had an human Soul, which preex- 
* Iſted before his Appearance in the 178 and had 


E. the Honour of perfonating God,” P. 8 


N to the 


This 


. 


r 
This Scheme the read Dr Bennet has ſet up, 
as what he thinks t6 be the true Scripture-Account of 
this Matter, and by which he endeavours to account 
for every Text of Moment which relates to this 
It we com the two Schemes together, 

Clarke's plainly accounts for ſeveral Things in a much 
clearer Manner than Dr Bernet s. As, -1/t. The Word 
Perſon is in this latter a mere uintelligible Sound; with» 


out any the leaſt Pretenſe of Foundation in Scripture, 


for introducing ſuch a needleſs Piece of Darkneſs: The 
Door ſays expreſly, we can define exaffly what a di- 
vine Perſon is; Nay, the he aims at, is only 
to ſay what it is not, p. 218. 2dly. The Father, the 
Word, and the Spirit, are (he ſays) as really diftin# 
as the Soul and the Body, p. 216; and yet, but two 
Pages after, they are one and the [ame Being with each 
other, p. 218. 3dly. The Perſon of the Father, is ex» 
plain'd no better, than by calling it SOMETHING 
diftin& from the Word and the Spirit. 4thly, That Form 
of Expreſſion fo commonly uſed, viz, God the Father, 
is altogether wrintelligible : As is evident, if inſtead of 
the Word, Father, we put the Doctor's Definition of 
it. God the Father, i. e. God the SOMETHING di 
flint from the Word and the Spirit, and which with the 
Word and Spirit conſtitutes the whole divine Nature. 
Or, as it is, p. 217, God the ſo much of the divine Na- 
ture, as 1s not by any more particular Name diſtinguiſhed 
in Scripture from the Word and tbe Spirit, &c. - "on 


\ 


The like Difficulties will occur alſo, in this learn 
Author's Account of the Incarnation. 1ft. Ged is tr 
carnate by bis ſecond Perſon only; that is, God is incar- 
nate by we cannot tell what, becauſe we cannot tell 
what the Term Perſon means in this Scheme. 2; The 
Word is as really diſtind from the Father, as: the 
Body and Soul; and the Word was incarnate, and not 
the Father; and yet the Word is individually One and 
the ſame Being with the Father, from which tis diſtinct 


too: 


8 g. 28288 28 
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too. 3. That the Son of God was incarnate, is an Expreſs 
ſion very intelligible, upon Dr Clarke's Scheme: Bur 
God incarnate is as hard as any, in Dr Bexmet's. The 
Word is God, i e. SOMETHING eſſential to the ſelf- 
exiſtent Being; Therefore God incarnate, is, according 
to Dr. Bennet, only SOMETHING (2ſſent;al to the 
ſelfexiſtent Being) incarnate. Tis very hard to ap- 
prehend this ; or how one Perſon ſhou'd be incarnate, 
and not the other two, ſince God is the moſt ſimple 
Being and free from Parts, Did the ſupreme Intelli- 
gence oonſiſt of Parts, as a Triangle does; *twou'd be 
22 conceivable how One Angle might touch a Point, 
and not the other: But this being not the Caſe, tis 
very difficult, I think impoſſible, to apprehend this 
Account of Dr Benet s. . au 
Suppoſing now each of theſe Schemes to be reconci- 
lable with the Words of Scripture; yet Dr Clarke's 
is an intelligible one, whilſt the other is very uncon- 
ceivable. Dr Clarke's has the Advantage having 
no manifeſt, Abſurdities in it, which Dr Bennet 8 
ſeems to labour under. In all Other Sorts of Specu- 
lations, tis the conſtant Method of Mankind to take 
that for true, which is moſt clear; and to abandon 
thoſe Notions which upon Examination appear to be 
unintelligible, if a clearer Account be offered. Nay, 
tis upon this very Principle that Dr Bennet himſelf 
admits the Hypotheſis of the Preexiftence of our Sa- 
viour's Soul, becauſe it ſolves many Difficulties which 
is impoſſible to give any tolerable Account of otherwiſe, 
Pe Jo. I cannot therefore but think, that, ſuppoſing 
Dr Bennet's Account of ſome Paſlages of Scripture to 
be as natural as Dr Clarke's, yet upax the whole, Dr 
Clarke's Scheme being more intelligible than Dr Ben- 
wers, it ought to be preterr'd betore it. 


CHAP. 


CHAP. II. 
Containing 4 particular Compariſon of Dy Ben- 
net's Scheme with Dr Clarke's. 


BY in Order to make a more exact Judgment 
of this Controverſy, I ſhall next repreſent the 
Solutions each of theſe learned Writers give of the 
Dificulties uſually raiſed upon this Subject; that it 
may appear which of them is in that reſpect the 
moſt natural Scheme. | Hs 
I. The Controverſy is about the Trinity. The Pirſ 
Queſtion therefore is, What do we mean by the Trini- 
2 - — — ws 1 the is — in Code an 
6 ropoſit ions: There is one ſupreme Cauſe 
Original of all Things; one fimple, 3 undi · 
* vided, 1 Being 1 or Perſon, who 15;the 
Author of all Being, and the Fountain of all Power: 
* With this Firſt and ſupreme Canſe or Father of all 
* Things, there has exi {om the Beginning a Second 
* divine Perſon, which is bis Word or Son : With the Fa 
ther aud the Son there has exifted from tbe Penny 
© Third divine Perſon, which is the Spirit of the Fat 
* and of the Son.” So that, in This Anthor's Opinion, 
there are Three divine Perſons or diftind intelligent Agents, 
of which the Son and Spirit are inferior and ſubordi- 
nate to the Father. I! | 
Dr Bemnet's Account is: There are Three Perſons, 
Father, Word, and _ which Three Perſons, are 
each the very God, But if we take, on, and in- 
telligent Agent, to be ſynonymous; (as, in the Scripture- 
Senſe, they muſt needs bez the Scripture nevet uſing 
any other Word to expreſs Perſon, beſides the maſcu- 


line AdjeQtive, which always fignifies ag * 


% 
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gent ;) then, he ſays, the God is Undoubtedly bat 

one Perſon, p. 231. The only real Trinity then, ge. L 

cording to Dr. Bennet, is a Trinity of Parts of the one 

ſel-exiftent. Being each of which he calls a Perſon, 

but denies them fingly and ſeparately to be intelligent 

Agents. We ſhall atterwards find this learned Author's 

Trinity, to be in Reality but of Two Perſons only, viz. 

the Father and the Man Chriſt Feſus. But taking it 

hete as conſiſting of Three Perſons in his own Senſe of 

that Word, i. e. not three diſtinct intelligent Agents; 

it follows, that when he directs a particular Prayer 

to each of thefe Perſons, [as, O God the Father of 

Heaven;-+-- O God the Son; —— O God the Holy 

Ghoſt,---- Have mercy upon us,] he prays not to an ander- 

ſtanding Beine or intelligent Agent, but only to a conſti- 

tuent Part of an intelligent Agent, which it ſelf is not 

intelligent. A Practice, I doubt, not well conſiſtent 

with Reaſon. or Scripture, *. | 

That which ſhews that Dr. does not ſuppoſe 

One of theſe Conflituents of the very God (p. 217.) to 

be intelligent, conſidered as diſtinct and ſeparate from 

the other Two, is, that He allows the przexiftent 

Soul of Chrift to be a Perſon or intelligent Age nt, when 

the Word was quieſcent or did not influence him. If 

. therefore the Word be it ſelf an intelligent Agent, then 
*twill follow, either that thoſe Two intelligent Agents, 
which were diſtintt᷑ from each other, and did not influ- 
ence one another, were but one intelligent Agent, (for 
he ſays, p. 19, that the Word and the Man Chriff Je- 

Jus are mited into ONE PERSON ,) or elſe that the 

Ford is not an intelligent Agent or Perſon, 

Now if the Ford be not an l e Arne or Fer- 

fon ly ſpeaking, how is it that the Ford was 

God? Or how were all Things made by bim, as St. Fobx 
aſſures us they were? Was the World made by an un- 

intelligent conſtituent Part of God? Or is it not clear, 

Dr Clarke's Acconnt of this Matter, agreeable to 

waximous Senſe of all Chriſtian Antiquity, 2 
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God the Father made uſe of tlie Miniftration « 
his Son, by whom (r) be made the Worlds? 

II. To the Queſtion, V herein the Unity of the M 

nity (the Unity or Union of Three real diftin& Perſons) 

conſiſts z Dr Clarke would anſwer: It conſiſts in that 

there is (Prop. 39.) but one Authority, original in the N On. 

Father, derivative in the Son and in the Spirit; and con- 

ſequently but Une ſupreme Agent. On the other Hand 

Dr Benet thinks, that the Father, the Word, and 

the Holy Spirit, are the ſelfexiſtent or very God, and 
conſequently one and the ſame Being, 95 . el 

As there is (I think) but one Objection, which is 

ſuppoſed to lye here againſt Dr. Clarke's Notion, via. 

that his Account makes in Reality Three Gods: So, 

in Anſwer to That, tis ſaid, 1, The Inferiority 

and Subordination in the Son and in tHe Spirit, and 

the derived Powers by which both the Son and Spirit 

act, plainly ſhew that He doth not make them co-or- 

diate ; and conſequently that he preſerves the nume- 

| rical Unity of God entire. To make Three Gods (in the 

| abſolute and proper Senſe of that Word,) each of them 

| muſt have equal Powers; each of them muſt be ſelf- 

exiſtent, unoriginated, and independent. But where 

| Seltexiftence, Unorigination, and I: ency, are 

directly aſſerted not to belong to the Son and to the 

Spirit, this Scheme can in no more Propriety be 

call'd Tritheiſm, than, becauſe Magiſtrates are calłd 

Gods, and Angels are calbd God's, therefore to call 

them ſo is Polytheiſm, 2dly. The Scriptures no where 

declare the 1855 the Son, and — 44 be on 

Eſſence, or Subſtance, ot Being, or Perſon, but every 

rs — ſpeak of them as diſtin? Agents, The Nord was 

He by whom God made the World; and the Ford was 

incarnate, The Spirit is deſcribed in the neu Teſta- 

| ment, as the immediate Author and Worker of all 

| Miracles; as the Conducter of  Chrift himſelf; and If 

| has ſuch perſonal Characters affixetl to him, as evident- pag 


ly diſtinguiſh him from the Father and the * 
| in 
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vince then the Scripture thus plainly ' repreſents them; 


otas MODES of one Subſtance, nor'as Farts, nor 


28 All of one and the ſame Power, i. e. co-ordinate Be- 


"Mags; Dr. Clarke took certaitily à very conceivable 


ad clear Method, (in which He followed the * Anti- 
ents,) to make the Unity the only poſſible one; viz. 
One ſupreme God the Father, to whom the Son and Spi- 


"MW cit are ſubordinate, and act by bis one Power and Aut hori- 


h. 3dly. I muſt farther obſerve, the only ſcriptural U- 
nity of more Perſons than One, is à figurative Oue. 
Such was what our Saviour prxys for, Jobn 15 11 
Holy Father, keep tbro thy Name thoſe whom thou baſt 
given me, that they may be ONE, as. we ate, Nay. 1 
John 5,7, ſuppoſing That Text were genuine, (which 
yet is proved ſpurious, if it be poſſible for any Paſſage 
to be proved'ſo,) ſpeaks only of an Unity of Teflimony, 
And indeed the Word z,, V, in This Conſtruction; 
when two or more Fer ſons or Thivgs are ſaid to be One, 
is never (I believe in any Writer whatſoever, uſed 
otherwiſe than fewatively. oo © 
As thus Dr Clarke's Opinion ſeems agreeable to 
Scripture and Reaſon ; twill be hard to account for Dr 
Bemnet's; that the Father, Word, and Spirit, are the ſelf- 
exiſtent of very God, and conſequent! One and the ſame 


. For 5 1 Piet 
1, If there be ſomething in the Divine Nature, di- 
find from the Word and the Spirit, which is the eternal 
Father of the Word, p. 217; and ſomething diſtinct 
in each of the Three, which belongs not to the other 
Two; then it follows that God muſt be a compound 
Being, conſiſting of Parts : And it cannot be ſaid, that 
the Word is the very God, and the Holy Ghoſt is the very 
God, (to prove each of which, the Dr has a whole 
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* This Origination in the divine Paternity has antiently been lookt 
= as the Afſertion of the Unity. Pearſon en the Creed, 4ch Edit. 
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(26 } 
Chapter; ) but rather that Each of the Three ate 
Something conſtituent of the very God. The Vord can- 
not be the very God, and the Holy Ghoſt the very God, 
nleſs the Vord and the Holy Ghoſt ve the very ſame 
Bein But then, as Dr Bennet obſerves, p. 215, tis evi 
dentſtbat the Scriptures do notwithflanding manifeſt.y diſtine 
guiſh the Word from the Spirit: The whole Cour ſe of the 
New 2 is a continued Demonſtration of this, And 
after ſome Proofs, he infers, p. 216, This clearh 
fhews that the Word and the Spirit are as really diſtind 
in the ſame ſelf-exiſtent Being or very God, as the 
Soul and the Body are really diſtind in the ſame crea- 
ted Man. If ſo; it muſt be as abſurd to tay, they 
are really yy” from each other, «and yet Both of them 
One and the ſame Being; as to ſay, the Soul and 
the Body are really diſtin from each other, and yet 
they are Both 75 hem One and the ſame Being, Man. 
Again, 2dly, The Word is the very God, and the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt is the very God; and yet they are really diſtin. 7 
f diſtint, then they muſt ſome way or other differ. If BW 
they differ, how are they one and the ſame (Being? 2dly, Ide 
If the ord andthe Holy Spirit be eſſential ta, and col. Ibr 
flitutrve of the Selfexiſfent Being, p. 217; then the pr 
Word and the Spirit muſt each have All the Properties | © 
of God, or each muſt have ſome only peculiar to it ſelf — 
which, being added to the Properties of the Other Two, | *© 
by uniting them, compoſe One Gd. 
| If you ſay, that Each of the Three have All the Pro- 
perties of God; then each of the Three muſt he unde- 
rived; Which is a Contradiction to the very Notion 
of Father and Son: And each of the Three muſt be an 
intelligent Agent, or Perſon, which yet Dr Bennet will 
not allow. If it be ſaid, that Each of them has onh por 
its own peculiar Properties, which being all join d to- 75 
ether conſtitute the very God; then Pare of a feceſſa· i 
111y-exiſtent Being will be unoriginated, and Part de- Op 
rived: The moſt ſample Being will have ſuch Attri- the 
butes, as ſhew it to be compoundedof diftind Parts, ol 1 
| | uc 
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tut ive of the ſelt-exiftent Being; 


Y 
comprehenſible the other e and altoge< 
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fich tbo us with and ruitublly delle tack 7 
ther, For riſtence is as Aenne with 
being begotten, 'as 9 ave 0 Can  6f Exiſtence and to. | 


Of One dbnſtituent F rt * very God 
Tir the Self-exiſtent Being, Fo the Word begotte by 
the Father, | The Term ego ten, ; ile ene 
to receive a 4 5 10 en cauſed lo be Jo t ' 
Word 2 54 bel a ory, frogs 1 * 7 Se 

ang yet at time neceſſarily-exiſfted, tha 
16, ig id not receive a Being, Which is a manifeſt Con- 
tradition. - | Nay, 4tbly, Suppoſing it poſhble to re- 
concile Dr 'Bemnet's 14th and 1 th Chapters, wherein he 
proves the Word and the Holy Ghoſt to be each the 
io) God with what he ſay FAY th, that they are 
not the very God, but ts don al to. and con- 
tl miſtake not, 
the Word and the Spirit having yheitg elich the Us. 
yy God, all the Perte&ions of od, they muſt be as 
much Three equal co-ordinate God's, 'notwithſtandi 
their Union, 'as if they were nat ſubſtantially unit 
For, That Sometbing diſtin& from the Word and the 
Fi which conſtitutes the Father, p. 216, if it has 
the Perfectiotis of God in it Tas” is God: And 
the Word, and the Spirit, if each has all the Divine 


Ferfections; will Wy be God too; And conſeq equently 


the uhiting or compounding theſe together, ill nd 
more make One ſimple Unoriginat Beine, or one 


Intelligent Being, — 5 the compounding or unitin 
Tees An 8 will Il make bat Ore Mind l 
lefrian Whian iber lle ſodttis not to mie to 


or One Subftance. 
at Firſt and moſt Fundamental 


This worthy 
have more ehre! 


Point of The Unity, nay in reality he has done it leſs, 
. || than: edge hs dens ff we examine accurately hi 


Beſides that the one is perfectly 


ire ' thimell3gible, 
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Scheme, is, What is meant by Ferſon in this Diſpute. 


2 


| A Term ever ſighifying, in our Language,  Twelligent 
Agent. And agreeably;to_this,. He lays ; With. the 


F there bas exifled from, the Baimung a Second and 


a2 Third divine Perſon. Prop. 2,53. 


On the other Hand, the Reverend Dr Benet ſays, 
p. 218, that the word, Poon 150 Mg to the Son, 
and Hely Ghoſt, does not ſynify a diffinct intelligent. Being 
Lor Agent | ſeparate from the Father. For tha we can't 
exadij dene What; a divine Perſon. is, yet we can, . 
what 'tis not, What a ſtrange Scheme 5 Religion mu 
That be, wherein are ſo frequently. Chaſen to be, uſed 
the Terms, Three Perſons ud 


here tell what a Frſon is? Eſpecially, conſidering that 
That Term (in Dr B's way) ts 1 by Scripture-One, 
but contrived by Men to expreſs their own Ide: 
The Scripture never uſing upon this Occaſion any O- 


ther” Term but the maſculme Adjefive alone, which al- 


Doctor Bennet ſeems to think the Term, . Perſon, 
an improper one; and ts clear that the Three Perſons 
of the God. head, are not three Perſons in the ſame Senſe, 
in which Three Men are three Perſons, p. 218. But not- 
withſtanding That, he deres that the LJ? of it may be 
continued, till better can be ſubſlituted in its Room. 
ought not the Doctor to have defired the direct contra- 


ways and neceſſarily and Only ſignifies an Term, hom 


a fy ſince the Term Perſon ſo neceflarily conveys. 1nto 


e Hearers Mind a Notion ſo very different from 


what Heought to conceiye? Can there be a_#orſe Term 


poſſibly made uſe of, than that which. never fails to 
raiſe in our Minds wrong 1 1927 (if 
Scheme be right) of the Objects of our Worſhip? 
When a Man is told that the Father, the Nord, aud be 
Spirit, are truly and really diſtinct, ſo that oxe i; not tbe 
other, p. 2183 and at the ſame Time, that each of theſe 
is a Perſon; Which way 18 it poſſible but that he mult 
5 | 3 imagine 


one God, even in Pablick 
Worſhip; and yet fo Able a Man as, Dr Bennet can't 


Bennet: 


— 


Feen is ets 


"C19, 

imagine ene of the!Three to be. diſtinct inilligeuf 
os And that they ure not individnahy O and the 
or] Beg? This Zeal for > es without 
iy an nd the ftrong Conceit, | that Matters 
of = 15 portahce lie under them; has, a 
rſuaded, 176 es oe great: Cablerot the fatal Diyifiong 
n Chriſtiagity; and muſt peteſſaril keep them up ſo 
un, ng, till Men can either deſue the Meaning of their 
bro uke dan ved themſelves to erplafn the 
— ing ut Cod s Word; br elſe can hear to be called 
ſl ck to the/Uſe of plain — ſcriptmal and undiſpued 
uf wy xprefſions, - wic would tend much more ti ** 
l 1 Real Olory'of God and che True Union of  Eluaſti- 
C 11 Is 12. „ 4 rd 3%. zi 
nt i TV. Dr Gnade has Gwen wa der hal aiflina * 
vat count of our Bleſſed 5 W Divinity, Whereas Dr 
ne, Bennet has d eat dem every Text" of Scrijiture in 
Proof of that ain Point; except Three; whichyet up- 
O- on hisowi Principles may with Eafe be iken from 
4. him. His Ihre Texts ae Nh. 1 r, In the begin- 
mh, ning was the Nord, mid the Word was with God, and 1 
on, | Vord wis God. adh, 1 Tim. 2, 5, There is one God 
ns. and one Mediator between God and * the Man Gu 
fe, Je. The 4d is a Paſſage cited by the Author of 
ot- | the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 85 1. out of the 102 Pſalm; 
be Which is e refly.. aſcribed -to e el n and to 
ut bur Saviour be 15 
ra- As to the Firff of theſe, The Word Pas God: This | 
ato Learned: Author has told us, p T am 4 bs 
om | td that the Reaſon by Angels 0 of ff en call'd Eobim - 
rm Li. e. God,] is becauſe theyfo. ſas ently eat Mar- 
to ters with: Viankind i in the Name of be very: God? Why 
er: | then might not our Saviow' be call'd God too for the 
ip? ſame Reaſon, fince he tram ſacted Matters of the very 
the | greateſt Moment with Mankind in the Name of God? 18 
the | it a Proof that the Word is the very God, becauſe he is 
eſe || tall'd God; and not as good a Proof that Angels are the 
uſt very God, finee they too "_ allowed to be call', on | 


brought to prove him the very God. If any thing; 


Word is not mentioned as ſomething intermediate be- 
twixt God and Man? But tis ſo palpable that this 


be no Second Perſon or Word; that nothing was uni- 
tell to he M 


ſus, united to the Word or very God, be the Media- 


| (i 20) 


By whatſoever Method you will reconcile to the Uni- 


ty of God, Angels being called God; by the very Is 
ſame in proportion, may. St Jobs be reconciled. to 
the reſt of the Scriptures,” in which the Unity of Il ; 
am perſuaded he would not have uſed ſuch Expreſi- is 
on as we meet with in p. 188, 189; Which. as they T 
th 
ar 

7 


ſhew too much Confidence in his on. Scheme, 16 
they muſt needs be blamed by all who differ from him. 
Ihe Second Paſlage, 1 Tim. 2, 5, has been produ- 
ced by the Doctor four or five ſeveral Timeg in this ve- IN * 
ry Book to prove our Saviour to be a Mam Is MN c: 
Rrange therefgre 1/, that this Text ſhou'd, Now be  - 


tis moſt natural to infer, that he is ndt-the-yery'God, 
| becauſe he is here ſo expreſly contradiſtinguiſhed from 
hime There is one God; and one Mediator between God and 
Men, the Man Chriſt Feſus. But 2dly; There js one God; 
and one Mediator, the Man Chrift Feſus. Do you ar- 
gue hence that the Word is the very God. becauſe the 


Text proves not the Word to be the-very. God, that 
its poſſible, notwithſtanding this Text, that there may 


an Chriſt; that he might be only an ex- 
traordinary or even but an ordinary Man. 3dly. It 
the Word, be the very God; and the Man, Chriſt Je- 


tor between God and Men; then the Meaning is, that 
the ord united to Chrift was a Mediator between God 
the Father and Men. But then if the Word be the 
very God, one and the ſame Being with the ſelf -exiſt- 
ent Being; there will be the fame Neceſſity for a Me- 
diator between the Word and Men; and again, for the I pri 
ſame reaſon, between the Holy Ghoſt and Men; And Or 
thus we ſhould ſtand in need at leaſt of Three Media: ge 
tors, viz. One for each Perſon of the Trinity. Trl * 
| ; N 
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The Third Text is; Thou, Lord, in the Beginning haſt 
Laid the Foundation of the Earth, and the Heaton 225 
the Work of thy Hd: They all periſh, bat thou _ 
alt endure, — but” thou art the ſame, and thy Tears 
ſhall not fail, Heb. 1. The Argument, is this. Febovab - 
is the incommunicable Name of the ſelfexiſtent God. 


The Pfalmiſt directs himſelf to Jehovah . The Au- 


thor of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ſays, thoſe Words 
are ſpoken of the Son. Therefore the Son is Jehovah, 
i. e. the very Gd. | 2 
Is this then the only Argument, which muſt ſupport 
ſo'great a Truth as the Divinity of our Lord; nay, that 
is to prove him to be the very God? How man 
Ways are there of anſwering this, and conſequently 
of diſproving our Saviour's Divinity, if this be its 
only Proof ? ' 1 ff. Suppoſing our Saviour to be really a 
diftin& Being, ſubordinate to the Father, by whom He 
(the Father) made the Worlds; the Pſalmiſt might ſay, 
Thou, Lord, in ml < ga, haſt laid &c. of the Fu- 
ther; and the Apoſtle might apply it to the Son; 
and Both very properly, ſince the Father made it by 
the Son, To the One it might YT well be ſaid 
as to the Cauſe,” to the Other as the Inſlrument. 24dl 
What if the Foundation of the Argument be denied, 
that the Name Fehovab is an incommunicable Name? 
"Tis granted that tis communicated to Chrift : Now 
is not the ArFument as good; therefore the Name is 
not incommunicable, becauſe tis communicated to 
Chriſt; as the Name is incommunicable, therefore 
Chriſt is the very God? Our Saviour ſays, that there 
is none Good, but One, i e. God: Will it therefore 
follow that the Term Good is an incommunicable 
Name, and that no one can be called by that Name 
but only God? Tis granted that Fehopah is appro» 
priated to the one God of Heaven in Scripture, in 
Oppoſition to the Gods of the Nations: But there 


ia. ſeems to be nothing either in the Words of Scripture, 
E in the Reaſon 
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the only Hbtentate, and who only hath Immortality, and 
Thou only art Holy: And yet This vecafions no Confu- 
fon, tho we Know that Chriſt too was God, and 
Good, and & ie; and Holy, and Powerful, and Bleſſed, 
and most. 1 1 
The Name of God will fill be Jebovab, and That 
his Memorial to all Generatiens, notwithſtanding 
this Communication. Nor is there any Danger of Con- 
fuſion of Perſons, ſince the Circumſtances of the Place, 
will eaſily determine of hom they are ſpoken; even 
as eaſily, as they determine when the Term Go 
is ſpoken of the F, or of the Second Perſon; or 
when the Term N or R, which ſometimes 
ſignifies Ibe Ange! of tbe Cvenunt, at other times an 
Angel,” at other times a Common Meſſenger, even a 
Man; is to be applied to the one Species of Beings, 
or to the other. But Lafly; ſuppoſe it really to be 
my an communicable Name; ſtill the Name Jehovah may 
| be aſcribed or given to ſeſus Chriſt, i. e. to the 
ble Word, as to one ſext in the Name and acting by the 
\ti- Power of The very God: Which is the Solution that 
or Dr B. himſelf has given to ſeveral Texts of Scripture, 
oy b. 51 Cc, And then it will no more follow that 
ted Chrift is the very God, as the Dr would infer; than 
ore that the Angels who acted in the Name of God in the 
om || Old Teftament; in whom was the Name of God, were 


1 TI? Upon Dr Bemet's Scheme, viz that the 
Word 1s the e the Incarnation is unaccounta- 
ble, unlefs we ſay The very God was mcarnate, which 
the Doctor will not grant. When therefore he comes 
to treat of this Difficulty, he makes a Part of God to 
be incarnate, and alters the Terms of the Queſtion; 
p. 220, Why may not God, by bis Word, be united to a 
"Man, as well as the Body and the Soul are united in each 
Use If the Vord be The very God, then to ſay that 
od, by bis Word, may be united, is in other Terms 
to fey, that God, by the wy God, may be united; 
TINS * * * 


/ * ( 24, ) 
er Bod, by bis God: Which, is unintelligible,” What 
can be the Meaning of That Particle, by Hd Word? 
The Word is The very God, and The very God mf 
be the Word, and they are Both One and tbe, ſams Be: 
„ing, p. 215. How then can One be incarnate BI th 
Other, or God by bis Word, and not he Both, equally 
incarnate? To conceive a particular Part. of 4 les 
iſtent Being incarnate, who has 10 Furts; is à con- 
tradictory Conception. And to concezve one and the 
ſame Being under different Names,  zpcarnate under 
One Name, and not incarnate under one or two other 
Names, is as bad. Theſe are not Diſſculties ariſing 
from partial and inadequate Ideas, but they are clear 
and diflinft Conceptions ; as clear, as, if Peter and 
John be each of them Names of One and the ſame 
Being, whatever is true of Peter, muſt be true of Jobn; 
and nothing can be affirmed or denied of John, 
which may not exactly be the ſame of Peter. If the 
Word bf e very God, and the Holy Gboft be the ven 
(God, all ore and the ſams Being; then if the Word be 
incarnate, the very God muſt.be incarnate ; and con- 
{equently, the Father and the Holy Ghoſt: muſt be 
- Incarvate. | Wt ; 
The Doctor indeed, when he treats of the Incarna- 
tion, ſuppoles, not that the Word is the very God, and 
the Holy Gboſft. the pery God; but that. each of the 


Perſons of the ever bleſſed Trinity, are really diſt, p. 


220. And then by Means of a Triangle he explains 
the Incarnation; viz. that a Triangle touches a Point, 
if B touches it, tho A and C do not touch it. But the 
or ſhould have proved B to be The very Triangle, 
und likewiſe the ſame of 4 and Ci as he has proved 
each of the Perſons to be The very God in a ſet Chap: 
ter; tho now, when he has Occaſion for jt, he wou'd 


make them tp be but Partspf (God, as each Angle is 
pf a Triangle. 


Hou ealy is all this Matter in Pr Clarke's Ac 
count, who takeg the Logos or V ord ta be a diftind ir 


/ 


telligen 


wh 
the 


died for the Sins of the 


COME L 
telligent Agen, and to be made Fleſh ? As tis an intellig 

ble Scheme, and a very confifent one, and which Miel 
keeps up the apparent Diſtinction which the Scriptures 
make of the Father, the Word, and the Spirit; and 
was alſo (I think} the general Opinion of the Frimi- 
tive Fathers in the Three Firſ Centuries, I ſee no Reaſon 
why it ſhould not have the Preference before any other 
that has not equal' Advantages. ens 


— 2 


, een 
Containing 4 Compariſon of Dr Bennet's and 
Dr Clarke's Account of the Incarnation. 


*H.E Queſtion betwixt the Reverend Dr Bemet 
and Dr Clarke here to be examin d, is, I think, 
juſtly ſtated by Dr B. p, 69. What.That intelligent Being 
was, wbich poluntarily debaſed or emptied it ſelf of a glo- 
rions State, and condeſcended tu be — 9 and to un- 
dergo fuch Temporal Hardſhips, and even the Death of a 
Malefadtor, and was afterwards exalted by the ſupreme 
(God to a State of Power and Authority over all created 
Beings ; What was That intelligent Being ** 

Tis granted on both Sides, and indeed it muſt he 
on all Hands, that it cannot be The very God, becauſe 
tis impoſſible for him to be exalted, or rewarded. on 
EN ot Sufferings. Dr Clarke therefore accounts 
or 


this; Prop. 49, 50, thus, The. Son or Word at hi: 


Incarnation emptied pimſelf rn atldr) of That Glo- 
ry which be had with God before the World was, and by 
Virtue of which be is deſcribed as having been in the Form 
of God: And in this State of Humiliation, ſuffered and 
World. After the Accompliſh- 


nent of which Diſpenſation, He is deſcribed in Scripture 
clit Worſhip in bjs own Perſon: bit 
i "2 origl 


te qwefted vith 


orginal Glory and ho being of the: ſame Time re · 0 
d La 56 ng 2 177 im From b F: 
ediatorial - Kingdom $:1 8 tig 4 
bis Father's: Throne, at the Right-b and of of the 1495 6 10 50 
Pads and. en Fpayen and ;Thanſgavings from, bu 
74 234d 9ri ri an br 4oy rd 
Dr Bennet $8chemei is; That the Pre-exiffonce of human ry. 
ouls in general, is mere Suſpicion am Conjedture, and Im 
without any Poſſibility of Proof. But as for the Pre-exilt- Non 
ence. of * buman Soul in particular, * Admiſſim pa 
of 7 it as an Hypotbeſis or Many Difficulties otherwiſe-im- cy 
poſible to be accounte i for, p. 70. Chrifts Pre- exiſting Soul, N co 
not the WORD, was, before the Inc arnation, the Sheci. pr 
nah, or Habitatjon the Glory of of the Father or or very Gy I, 
Ir which the Name b God wa e Pre-exiſting th 
man Soul of "> tied bia fh "of bis Glory. 5rd by 
Glory be bad with God 682 the 2 orld was, and on v 
wbich Account be is ſaid to bave been in the Form of God. th 
And in this State of Hamiliation Chriſt did ſoffer and di: N 
for the Sins of rb Nord, p. 266. The Word or divim ti 
Nature of the Son is not a ren Being from God, hut 


Jet was 0 worſhiyped before the Incnrnation, br- 


canſe be was efſentially in God, and the SAME Bein with 
ide Father or Very God, who con A not be-worſhip Jepe- 
rately from dis Word : ibid. The Word wal not ca 
of any ſuch Exaltation, p. 261, #s Dr Clarke bay tain 
Paired in bis-5oth Propoſition. 0 
Theſe being the reſpective Aae n b theſe 
226 two learned Writers; © of That Great 541 Godt: 
#eſs, God manifeff in the Fleſh; 5 ſhall © 'Firft conſider 
what Dr Bennet has vecaſjonally objected againfi-Dr 
Clarke's Scheme, and Then what may" be objefted . 
gainſt the Other, \\ . 
"Tis agreed on Both Sides, that an Biegen Heet 
_,, came down from Heaven, and, after a State of Humi- 
Hation and Suffering, was exalted, and now receive: 
fome Religious Worſhip, He that all be. our Fudge, is at 
preſent our Iberer, 3 For there is one Mediator * 


SAY Hh pg ty 2 ior en nents 2 2 HY ay) 
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vs > d hin 

pon Pall. hereafter 22 Jules 

3 DES "At 970 

| 15 berg ; m wa 

; 12 Sins in his Hood, w we are 12 5 und to gie lor 
A Jo: 


Silas Rev. 1.5, 6. 
antion this, TAE un an 0 Sc 
Jon againſt R m the orjhip tq 


fron paid tothe Lamb 1 8 „As tis ng D, 


in · ¶ culty to Dr Be, neither c 1 85 be 752 ny hg 
ul, 1 ider 55 2 rant om & 
eci- pre ſs Scrip 


20d, — 2 t 9 "the. ta $ 
Hu- the Vord; Ruſt, f 1 * 192 "gs whatſoever, were m 
the f by. 2 * John 1, 3. $o 40 at the-whale Creation, e- 
| on ven the moſt. glorious created "Bei whatſoever, | derive 
Jod. ther Exiſtence from bim. Hence tis evident that be.is by 
di: Nature their — And conſequently That Exalta- 
pins ¶ tion which our ord Enjoys, could be 10 8 ta the 
bn Vord. becauſe be is neceſſari ar feat in in binſelf, as 
be. That Exaltation con d make him gi arc, 
with an excceding Exaltation, of his — * ; but ts 
pu. 1o\Exaltation at all to bis Divine Nature, p. 3. 
able To this I reply, ft, Dr Bennet here 338 $f 
1. becauſe by the Word were all Things made, therefore 
the Mord had e over, all Things from 
heſe the Beginning. But this is contrary bo, the Repreſen- 
odli Lag ag: dine 9 declare All Poyer to be Gi- 


pe him in Aeaven and Earth, not till after his Reſur- | 
ian, tt. 28 29 „ Nay. 'twas givenhim. as the 


ward of is But 


8, Becauſe he emptied himſe] If, 
Theref, 


ek God bat ably. 2 557 and given bim a 
ich Fe 3 hi 23 9, hog + 
b again. Eph 2 457 3H 8 be raed 
5 om tbe: Dea Big 2 in the 
beavenly Places, 77 7 5 all 1 begs y and Power. and 
| Might and Dominion and a dee ah i vame d — 
| J 
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only in this Wi rld; but alſo in that which is to come; au 


bath put all things wider bis Peet. 24, The Scriptures 


always repreſent the Son or Ford; as the Inſtrument 
BT which God made the World; and not as himſelf 
the Supreme Lord of the Univerſe: Were Anutborities 
to have any Weight in this Queſtion,” I cou'd produce 
All the Fathers 1 But ow — —— 
Scriptures are expreſs. God created all things by "Feſns 
Chrift,”Eph. 3, 9. And 1 Cor. 8, 6, To ns there is but Ons 
God, The Father, Of whom are all Things, and we in bim; 
and one Lord, Feſus ( brift, By whom art all Things, and 
de by him. See alſo John. 1; Þ 16."Coloff 1; 16, 17. 
Heb, 1; 2, 8, 10, 11. Theſe Paſſages, as they plain- 
Ivy aſſert his having a Share or Office in the Creating of 
all Things, ſo not one of them in the leaſt intimates 
any Dininion or Government of the Univerſe belonging 
to him upon That Account. Nor is there any Other 
Text which doth ſo, till after our Saviour's Reſurrecti- 
on. The Futber indeed js prais'd (and not the ord, 
as Dr Bennet ſays, p. 187,) on account of his Creating all 
Things, Rev. 4, 11, Thou att worthy, O Lord, to re- 
cerve Glory and Hononr and Purer; for thou baſt created 
all Things, and for Thy Pleaſure (which is never ſaid of 
the Son,) they Are, and were created, But the Word is 
never at all prais'd on That Account, tho tis granted 
that all Things were made by him. But tis always on a 
different Account, that Honour is given to Him, Rey. 
549,12, Thou art worthy to take the Book, - for thon 
waft SLAIN; and, Worthy is the Lamb that was SL AIN, 
to receive Power and Riches and Wiſdom' and Strength, and 
Honour, and Glory and Ble. Whatever therefore be 
the Metaphy fical Nature of our Bleſſed Lord, and how 
much ſoever his Nature be ſuperior to all his Creatures, 
yet tis plain He — tra of, and. recei ve an 
5 mesLonc, an exceeding Exa tation, or rather an Exalta- 
tion above every Name, as he receiv'd” all Power in Hea- 
ven and Earth, the Reward of his being ſlain. 23dly, Dr 
Benet grants, p. 38, That the very God himſelf _ d 
_ this 


(629), 


md 

— 

45 

bes . — deft before . 57 Exaltation; rrp gives a 
_ ru Pant ct the higheſt eee pes 
he 194164 5 

n Tis nat therefore an Exaltation of Te very God, or 

M of the Father, chat is maintained by De Clarke, 25 
„ Bamet would inſinuate; Which, ti eden 1s ablucd, 
7 

16 my, F Blaſphemy, to But tis ſuch tion, 
* N our being really be. better or it, — a 
| Gamer by it 


bis having more Honour rom in erior "Beings. 
— 7 — I know not how to add, 2 Dr. Bemnet 
ubſtantial ppineſs by bis Exaltatian, than the 
Conditaqn of bis apes d inveſt him with, p. 39. Theſe 
ſecret Things belong toGod : and unleſs God had re- 


wake: 

3 of Scripture, and not venture 
to wy Wee beyond what is written. | 

Obi is ſtarted by Dr Bennet, p. 64. The 
Lon io fled he Far pokes by Aug Angels, Heb. 2, 2. and 
is upon that 175 59 75 ſed to the Goſpel, which 
vas delivered by the Lord, ver. 3. How can this be 
Ls ar 29 if the Word was the Angel who ap- 
ard, in the Form of God and. delivered the Law; 
Ince it will then follow, that the Law was delivered by 
the Lord, as well as the Goſpel. 

As This Objection affects 9005 the Schemes here un 
der Conſideration; Dr Bennet anſwers, p. 65, that 1 | 
ter 74 B 0 205 | 1. 1 ths N - 
ing Soul] might very pro inguiſbed from Angels; 
that name being 2 and under ſtood fel 
Opirits, as were f not emlodied. The Aua i bis 


* 
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7 Where i is there any the leaſt Hint gene Seri pture, that An- 
tels are mere Spigits,wichour any thivg of Body belonging t to them? 
N- 


to us, we had better confine our ſelves to 


Aon n 


braten bis. eren Union With the 1 and J 
_— vo —.— — Dr the . hy 

" Bur 4h der eee es ord 7 
ul 


hen be appetret in the _ of Goch, And ut God, wy 
no more PL eines 2 of God, and a& 


ed all along as ſuch, 90d th Father imm eure ( (5 
220) err Dominion His Creatures. 20 V} 


theſe ſk Dez 1 # Jo mir x better than the: b. 
| PR hath -by Hiburitunce obtain d amr, exchllehit an v. 
them they, Heb. 1, 43 being appointed" Heir of i w! 


baving All gemein commit 4 to him, and thus tein 
himſelf our overnour; he hath /as fach) deliver d un. 
to us the Law we are to follow, and by which e Will 
| Juds ge us at 'theJaſtDay. Thore ſcems f ve been'the po 
name Difference rede cod States,” as between the Son th 

of a King, when his Father is irtmediate and Go M 
vernour, making ufe of him as his Agent, ot Inſtrument i D 
or Embaſſador, in which Caſe he can never exceed $is ar 
Commiſſion; and the Same Son admitted into the In 
Throne with bis r and made Judge and Gover 
nour himſelf. | The Sen Now delfvered to us His bun 
Law ; he acted now . and not metely : as 
A Miniſter. 

Dr BHeunet objec 24h Thet th 4p oft WET un. 
der ſtood (though I ok 96 Wo Chriſtian World, 
excepting the Socinians, have always fo erftood 
him,) to mean the Word or divine Nitro of Chriß, when 
be aft ms of our Saviour that he was z Loopy 0:7 and lea bel 
before the Incarnation, becauſe. this (he fays) would 


weaken the Force of the Argument, p. 77 at 9. Bite the A- 
poſtle (he ſays) would have ex nd 1m, od K God, 
as he doth * elſewbere 5 accordingly wel wor'd Kare 


— 1. 


— — — . 
* St Paul has no where 7e That Title to our Lord, io ary 2 


one Wr Tex”! Un * Cs ane 40 Mr Nelſon, pag* 
26. n ae not 


Ric, 


1 
be:wou'd have. ſubjoinedr-- bis own lofty Expreſbom in Col. 
. "1,463 5y whom-ajl\things were made, &c. or ſomething. 
Ml el/eiparallel to theſs Words. Then follow ſome hard 
Words, which L'omat And LN Men ban bits 
Ireply, 1f. 1 wiſh that this way of treating the 
inſpire& Writer i ben they do not juſt write to our 
vitiated Taſtes, were not ſo much in ſaſhion. 2dly. But 
how. does the Apoſtle weaken, lis ohm Argument? HG 
Ml vas ging Humility from the Example of Chriſt; 
% vho was wont to appear a God, in great Glory and 
ing Splendor, and to perſonate Ged ꝗ pet did not covet 
un. or eagerly and haſtily aſſume to himfelt to be honours 
ed as God, which Honour he was to have in the ap- 
poimed time; but be willingly emptied himſelf of 
the Glory he had, and was made in the likeneſa ot 
Man, and humbled bimſelf, and became obedient to 
Death. + Is not this Example, as ſet us by our Saviour, 
and as preach d to us b the Apeſtle, anexcellent one? 
In what part ef it, 29 any Flaw ? Or what obli- 
gat ion was St Faul under, to expreſs himſelf here if 
the Words Dr. Bemet would have him, when the Phraſe 
weed M ſets forth his Whole Senſe altogether as well? 
zah. But the Argument ( he ſays) ic ſo much the ſtronger, 
by hom much the more excellent the Fr ſon is repreſented, 
and the greater Diſlance there is between bis proper Condi- 
tion and the Prallics he ſubmits to; p. J). Then certain- 
ly the Argument is ſtronger upon Dr Clarke's Princi- 
ples, than upon Dr Bennet s, by how much the Nord 
1s more excellent than the pre-exiſting Soul, and the dif- 
tance greater between the Condition of Him by whom 
God created all things, and One of the Things them- 
{ves which God created By him. 
Dr Bennet objects 4thly. If St. Paul meant that the 
Word was iv here dad and Jon &, bis Argument is inconclu- 
„ve, and impertinent p. 79. What Influence: can it have 
Jen a mere Man? Will not the Man reply, that it doas 
„t at all affect him, becauſe of the prodigious Dinierſity of 


(ir- 


(32) 
Circumſtances? — How does it enforte am mere Mau Hi 
Nility and Condeſcenſion? p. 80, In the Praffice of a dif: 
tin Nature, which choſe to debaſe it ſolf before the Union 
of the two Natures commenced. And tit the Condeſcenſon 
and Humility of the Nord alone, in which the Man bas 
no Share, p. 81. C Wilen t {4-200 [ 
I reply, 1½, Tis very hard, to ſay preſently that 
St. Paul uſes an Argument drawn from a wrong Topic k, 
_ that his Argument is impertinent, and that we make 
him uſe wretched Sopbiſtry ; if he does not argue juſt as 
we would have him. St. Faul 's Argument is; Let this 
Mind be in jou, which was in Cop who, tho' he'was 
in the Form of God, yet bumbled bimſolf for our Sakes ; 


n 
For which Humiliation” God rewarded him. Be ye 
therefore ready to bumble yourſelves, and God 
will reward Tou. Can any Thing be more tational, 
more pertinent, or more concluſive adh. Cannot a 
mere Man be moved to a Duty, by Arguments taken 
from Other Beings beſides mere Men? When Solomon 
encouraged Ind from the Example of the Ant, 
did he argue impertinently, and ule wretched Sophiſry? 
Or did St. Jude argue mconclufively, from the Angels 
which kept not their fff Eftate, and from Michuel the 
Archangel's not bringing a railing Accuſation ; to the 
Duty of Man ? 3dh. Suppoſe the Circumflances of a 
mere Man, to be prodigiouſſy diverſe in other Inſtances; 
yet may not the mere Man, and Chrift who was not 
a mere Man, Both exerciſe a particular Virtue ? Or 
is the Argument inconcluſve and impertinent, as often as 
It occurs in Scripture, Be ye perfect as your Father which 
it in Heaven is perfect; Be ye Holy, for II i. e. God an 
Tuch, Lev. 11, 44. 19, 2. 20, 72 May not a mere 
Man urge all that Dr Bemet has ſaid from this Topick 
againſt the Humiliation of the Word, againſt theſ? 
Commands likewiſe of Scripture? But thy. This Ar- 
gument ' enforces every Man's Humility, as much as 
any 4 — from Example can. The ord di veſted 
himſelf from all his Glory, and underwent great 1 
| ? 


F 


for Men; 'heleft the Glories he had enjoyed fot many 
Ages, and willing ly humbled himſelf for Man; Men 
therefore ought to be like-minded, to do nothing throngh 
Strife or Vain glory, but in lowlineſs of Mind to regard the 
Things of others, and not only their own; even as Chriſt 
regarded not himſelf only, when he emptied himſelf 
as he did. 5thly, Does Dr Bennet imagine that Jeſns 
Chriſt was not a Man on Dr Clarke's Scheme, as much 
as on his own? . Jeſus Chriſt is not denied by De 
Clarke to be a Man; and therefore in His Scheme 
there will ariſe no Objection, but what will lie equal- 
ly againſt a Preexiſting Soul who had appeared le $19 
as God, and was now incarnate, 0. united to the 
Word, For 6thly. may not a mere Man, i. e. one not 
mited to the Word, urge all That againſt Dr Beimet 3 
Scheme, which He ſuppoſes a mere Man may urge 
againſt Dr Clarke's Scheme? Nay, he can do it with 
Advantage. For a Man united to the Word is as dif- 
ferent in this Caſe from a mere Man, as the Addition 
of the Word can make him: Laſtly, Humility is Hu- 
mility in every Being whatever. And the Argument 
is very pertinent and very concluſfve, from One to the 
Other. But the Miſtake ſeems to have aroſe from 
hence, that the ſame Action that is Humility in One, 
cannot perhaps be piacticed by another; or if it can, 
it may not be an Act of Humility in another. Now 
the Apoſtle does not command us to leave the ſame 
Glories as our Saviour did, i. e. to exert the ſame Acts 
of Humility, but to be like-minded: Which ſurely 
is in every Man's Power to be, or elſe the Apoſtle 
had enjoyned Impoſſibilities,. A mere Man cannot al- 
ways have ſuch a Guard over himſelf, as to be ſin- 
leſs; and yet tis a good Argument to urge to mere 
Men to abſtain from Sin, to bid them follow Chrift's 
Steps, who did no Sin, neither wds Guile found, in his 
Mouth, 1 Pet. 2; 21, 22. CY 
A 5th. Objection is grounded on thoſe Words of 
the Author to the Hebrews, 5 2; 1, 2, 3, Therefore 
v 


1 EY 
we ought to give the mort earneſt Heed to the Things which 
we babe beard, leſt at any Time we ſhould let them ſlip, For 
if the Word ſpoken by Angels was ſtedfaſt, ----bow ſhall 
we eſcape if we neglett ſo great Salvation, which at the 
firſt began to be ſpoken by the. Lord.----The Apoſtle argues 
upon This Principle, viz. that the Perſon who delivered ths 
Goſpel was of greater Dignity, than the Angel who de- 
livered the Law. Now if he that delivered the Law, 
was the Word or diving Nature of Chriſt, This Principle 
is notor ĩouſiy falſe. _ e 
Io this I reply, 1f, The Perſon who delivered the 
Goſpel, is of greater {Dignity than that Perſon who 
(together with the Miniſtration probably of inferiour 
Angels alſo) delivered the Law; juſt as the ſame 
Perſon who doth an Action when admitted into a 
Throne, and having the Power of Fudgment commit- 
ted unto him, is of more Dignity than the ſame Per- 
ſon when he acted merely miniſterially. 2. The Apo- 
ſtle argues from our Saviour's being appointed Heir of 
all\Things, that he is now Superior to Angels, who 
are but miniſtring Spirits, They are all but Serpants; 
whereas Chriſt is now Lord over them. If the Word 
ſpoken by Angels, who are but miniftring Spirits, and on- 
ly execute the Commands of their Maſter, ſtood faſt ; 
we ovght certainly to adhere very cloſely fto what 
21 who Himſelf now is our Lord and Maſter, has 
141d. | 
In this Manner (I think) may all the Obje&ions 
againſt Dr Clarke's Notion, be fairly anſwer d. 
The Opinion it ſelf, accounts fo naturally for that 

Petition of our Saviour, John 17, 5, O Father, glori- 
fe thou me with thine own Self, with the Glory obichl 
had with thee before this World was: And v. 24, thou 
lovedſi me before the Foundation of the World : And, H 
that came down from Heaven, ch. 3, 13; 6, 51: And, 
what if ye ſhall ſce the Son of Man aſcend vp where bt 
was before, v. 62: And, Before Abrabam was, I ain, 
ch. 8, 58: It accounts, I ſay, fo naturally Jag af 
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theſe, and many other Paſſages; and is clogged with 


no Abſurdities, or inſuperable Difficulties, either 
in relation to the Trinity, or to the Incarnation; that 
I cannot but think it highly probable, very agreeable 
to the whole Tenor of Scripture, very rational, and 
conſequently 2 to any Other which ſtands not 
upon ſo intelligible a Foundation. 
a — I muſt next 8 Jr Account : Who 
olvesa great many Paſlages of Scripture, and a 
many infuperable Difficulties in the common 3 
by his Notion of our Saviours preexiſting Soul. The 
Text, on which he builds this Opinion, is chiefly, x 
Pet: 3; 18, 19, 20, Chrift alſo bath once ſuffered for Sins, 
the Fuſt for the Umjuſt, (that he might bring us to God;) 
being put to Death in the Fleſh, but quickned by the ( Pow- 
er of the) Spirit: By which (Power) alſo be went and 
preached unto the Spirits in Priſon, Which ſometimes were 
diſobedient, when once the long-ſuſfering of God waited in 
the days of Noah, while the Ark was a preparing, whereiu 
few, that is, Eight Souls were ſaved. | | 
The Doctor's Obſervations are, That Chriff--preached 
7: Noab's days-by the Aſiftakce of the Holy Ghoſt. How 
or in what * i could the Word, which at leaft is equal to 
the Holy Ghoſt, go and Peg thoſe Sinners by the Aſuſt- 
ance of the Holy Ghoſt * Chriſt's bumaj Soul 
Gods Angel; —— p.72. | ” 
I reply, ,. This obſcure Text, is a ſtrange 
Foundation for ſuch an important Doctrine: Nor is it 
eaſy to conceive why this ſhou'd be thought a preg- 
nant Proof, which is expounded ſo many different 
ways by Commentators. 2dly. This Text doth not fo 
much as aſſert our Saviour's Preexiftehce at all before 
his Incarnation; either the Word or human Soul, if we 
follow the Interpretation of Many. Chrift was put to 


might do it as 


Death; and afterWards quickened by the Spirit; By 
which he preach d to thoſe Sinners, who would not 
obey nor regard Mah who was a Preacher of Righteonſ- 
hes, 2 Pet, 2, 5; [Tis —__ that Chriſt ar 
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n 
the days of Noah, but that he preached to ſuch as were 
diſobedient in the days of Noah, aud were kept i» qv>e 25, in 
Priſon. Which is confirmed too, theſe Interpreters think, 
by the next Chapter, v. 6. For this Cauſe was the Goſpel 
preached even ene, to the dead. But I inſiſt not on 
this. For 3dly. Chriſt preached to Sinners in No- 
ab's Time, by the Spirit. The Præpoſition #, is u- 
ſed by St Paul as ſignifying the Miniſtring or Inſtru- 
mental Cauſe; Col. 1; 14, 16, is 3, thro whom we have 
Redemption; and, iv, by whom all things were made, 
The Word might therefore preach i r by the Spi- 
rit, in like manner as God made the World by Chrif. 
And then the Text is plain, in aſſerting, not that 
| Chriſt preach'd by the Aſtftance or by the Power of the 
Spirit, (which are Dr Bemnet's Comments; ) but Chrift 
preach'd to thoſe diſobedient Perſons mediately by the 
Holy Ghoſt; the Holy Ghoſt being given to Noah, 
even as elſewhere the Holy Ghoſt is called the Spirit of 
Chrift which was in the Prophets, 1 Pet. 1, II. | 

There is no neceſſity of conſidering particularly the 
Application of that famous Paſſage in the Philippians 
to bur Saviours preexiſting Soul, becauſe tis all along 
founded upon This (which is already ſhewn to be a 
miſtake, ) that He who is ſtiled the Word, con'd not 
- poſlibly abaſc himſelf, or ceaſe to enjoy fully and uni- 
formly That Glory or Happineſs which he had before | the 
World was. I ſhall therefore Now propoſe ſome Ob- 
jections againſt the Doctor's Scheme in general, ſince 
no One "Text of Scripture particularly mentions any 
Thing like a preexiſſing human Soul. And I ſhall con- 
ſider That Point afterwards in a Chapter by it ſelf. 

Firſt. Dr Bennet aflerts that the bleſſed Feſus bas | at 
one and the ſame time | Two Natures; By which HE 
underſtands Two Intelligent Beings united in bis Perſon, 
P. 72. Now Two intelligent Beings, (however united) 
are two Perſons, ſo long as they are two Intelligent 
Beines: and conſequently Chrift, (conſiſting, n 
to this Notion, of two P:rſuns or intelligent Agents, an 


« 


my 


an 
4 


(37) 


a humane Body, ) can't in any ſenſe be ſaid to be '3 


Man, L i. e. a conſiſting of One rational intelligent 
Agent and a humane Body. | The Dr aſſerts, p. 7, 
that Chriſt is Very Man, conſiſting of an human Body and an 
buman Soul, Nay, p. 9, A Man of the very ſame Kind, 
as we our ſelves in general are, I do not well underſtand 
what the Doctor means by we our ſelves in general, or a 
Man in general, But, let thoſe words ſignify what he 
pleaſes; A Being which conſiſts of a Soul and a Body 
and the Word or very God, as the Dr ſays, can no more 
properly. be of the ſam? Kind with one that conſiſts of 
Only a Soul and a Body, than a Body without a Soul, 
or a Soul without a Body, is of the ſame Kind with a 
Soul and a Body united, The Doctor tells us, that 
tis ridiculous to affirm, that an human Soul join'd to the 
Body of a Lion 1s a Man, p. 10. An human Soul then 
joined to the Body of a Man, is what conſtitutes a Man. 
A Being therefore which has not only an human Soul 
join d to a Body, but the very God alſo united to an 
human Soul, and both together join'd to a Body. is 
as different from one that has only a Soul and Body, 
asan human Soul, joined to the Body of a Lion, is 
different from a human Soul join'd to an human 
240 Dr Bennet grants that Two intelligent Beings 
were united in our Saviour's Perſon, viz, the Nord and 
his human Soul, p. 73. He grants too, that tis 
very true, that in common Speech intelligent Being and 
Perſon are convertible Terms, p. 231. Now the run- 
ning Title of his Third Chapter is, Two Natures are 
wited in Chriſt, Dr Bennet therefore muſt ſay, that 
Two Perſons; as well as two Natures, were united in 
Chriſt, For tis evident that, if tis trne that Intelli- 
gent Being and Perſon are convertible Term, the One 
may be us'd wherever the Other can. Two Perſons 
therefore being united in Chriſt ; in Fhat Senſe is it 
ſaid, that Chriſt is One by Unity of Perſon? * Was not 
the Word ſo diſſind from the human Soul of Chriſt, 
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Atbh. What rational Account can 


oc. 
. 
as to be quieſcent during our Saviour's Miniftry, upon 
Dr pox we Or was not The very God, as he 


* 


ſays the Word is, a diſtinct intelligent Agent from the 


human Soul, when the Human Soul did act for many 
Years, even for Chriſts whole Life, without being 
actuated by the Word? They were as diſtinct intelli- 
gent Agents, as tis poſſible to conceive Two to be; 
and the Doctor aſſerts them to be fill diſtind and di- 
per ſe in themſelves, p. 163; And conſequently Two Per- 
ſons or diſtin& intelligent Agents muſt be in Chriſt, 
upon this Scheme; contrary to the Scripture-Repre- 


ſentations, which always make him but One Per: 


Jon. 
Zah. The Word, that is, The very God, was united 
to the Man Chriſt, but was quieſcent, i. e. did not com- 


 municate his extraordinary Influences, during the Miniſtry 


of Ch it, p. 125, &c. Now if theVVord com municated no 
Influences more then what other, Mortals, who are not Per- 
ſonally united to the Ford, receive from bim, (ibid.) then 
to what End, upon the Doctor's Scheme, was this U- 
nion? Whilſt the /Vord neither did any thing, nor 
fer d any thing, how did That Union enhance the 
Merit of our Saviour? Where is the Difference be- 
tween an Union and no Union, if the Being united is 
perfectly an unconcerned Spectator? If another Prince, 


upon a particular Occaſion, was to lend the King of 
Great- Brit ain 100000 Men, and they were j-vz#/« ta 
be quieſcent, and forbear to communicate their wr 


| ſtance 
Where would be the Difference betwixt having and 
not having them? or what would this affect either 
the Enemies or the Friends of the 8 


given of our 


Saviour's being under the Conduct of the Holy Ghoſt 
during his Miniſtry, that is, under the Conduct of 
the very God (for He afſerts/That too, in the 
hole 13. Chapter,) upon Dr Bexnet's Notion? The 
Word or the very God was united to Jeſus Chriſt, but 


was quieſcent, 1. e. communicated no Inffuences. = 
en 
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(39) | 
then the Holy Ghoſt, who is the very God, one and th 
ſame Being, He aſſiſted our Saviour all along. That is: 
One and the ſame Being was united to him, and did 
2 him; and yet was not united to him, and did 
op him. | 
z. The Doctor builds his Scheme upon a Word 
in Irenæaus which doth not ſignify, as he would have it, 
to be quieſcent, or not to commumcate Afiſtances; but to 
ſubmit or acquieſce, But of This, more in its pro- 
per place * +» | 
Laſtly. I can't but obſerve; that Dr Bennet, how great 
ſoever things he ſpeaks of the preexi/{ing Soul of Chriſt, 
of its perſunating God, and being in the Form of God, 
ted I ted ber and ion 345 z yet declares it impoſibie, that 
the Creation of the World ſhould be underftood with reſpect 
71 bh Chriſt's human Nature; but that it wholly belongs to 
the Word, or the Son's divine Nature, p. 193, 185,-&c. 
Yet notwithſtanding this, he interprets the Words of 
St Paul, Col. 1, 15, the Image of the mwifivle God, and 
Ude firft- born of every Creature, of Chriſt's pre-exiſting hu- 
man Soul, p. 171. And p. 190, he ſays, By the Incar- 
the vation of the Word who is God, by the Union of the Word 
be. t the Man Chrift Feſus, God is become (in a Senſe) viſible, 
the Man Chriſt Feſus being the viſible Image or reſem- 
blance of the inviſible God. Now St Paul 1s expreſs, 
or that by the Image of the nuifible God, ver. 15, who was 
before all things, v. 17, were all things created, and all 
e: Ml figs confif, Nay St. Pail carries this Point farther, 
nd and aſſigns the Reaſon of his calling our Lord the Image 
* 7 the invifible God, the firſt-born of every Creature; FOR 
in BECAUSE] all things were created I/ bim. Either 
therefore the human Soul created all things, or the Vord. 
of The Human Soul Dr B. will not allow to have created 
of || the World: It muſt therefore be the Ford, or (which is 
te the ſame thing to the Dr) the very God. That 15: The ve- 
ry God is the Image of the very God, and conſequent ly 
not the very God, unleſs it can be proved that a Perſon 
it aud the Image ofa Perſon are one and the ſame Being. 
| D 4 Theſe 


(40) 
_ Theſe Difficulties ſeem unſurmountable in Dr Ben- 
pets Notion, and would be own d ſo in any philoſo- 
ph cal Speculation: But when we are diſcourſing of 
religious Matters, they are veil'd over with t he 1pe- 
cious Name of .incomprebenfible Mifteries: Which 
therefore [viz. the conſidering the Notions and | Phra 
ſes of fallible, Men, inſtead of the Vordt of God, as 
Myſteries blindly to be ſubmmitted to, is the next 
Thing to be examined. IEA, + | 


Of Reaſon, in the Queſtion about the Trinity, 
R Bennet, after he has been explaining the Doc: Wit 
| trine of the Trinity, comes at length to the N 
ſual Refuge of thoſe who love not to be content with 
the Words of Scripture, and tells us, That this great bes 
Myſtery muſt needs perplex Us with Difficulties, whoſe Ca. ne 
pacities are ſo narrow-— that we are conſtantly puzzled tr: 
even with thoſe Ohjects ꝓbich are moſt familiar ta us; — Hop 
tben ſball the wiſeſt Man in the World throughly compre N 
hend the Nature of the Self-exiſtent and-infinitely per ſel I v. 
God, p. 224, 225? And p. 221, He ſays to Dr t! 
Clarte; Tou are ſo good a Philoſopher, (not to mention 
Jour Skill in Divinit),) that you-can't need being convin t 
ced of the Reaſonableneſs of believing -what-is above ow 
Comprehenſion, or attended with ſuch - Difficulties as v « 
are not able to clear. And again, p. 219, Since if 1 
kriow fo little of the Subſtance of any Thing, metbink 1 
we ſhould readily believe what God bimſelf bas revealed 1 
concej ning bis own Subſtance, though at preſent perbaps ou: 
aculties are not qualrfied to form any tolerable Idea of it. 
Now I grant 1. That whatever the Scriptures fl 
teach, p. 224, be it ever ſo much above our Compre 1 
benſion, is to be believed. 'Tis a ſufficient Demonttiny | 
tien of any Truth, that God hath ſaid it; nor hed 
21 | am 


(41) 
ny Man, who knows what he ſays or does, diſpute 
hat God has revealed. Tis certainly reaſonable, to 
believe what is above our Comprebenfion: But then, we 
muſt not miſtake Contradidtious for Myſteries, nor put 
off Schemes and Inventions of our own, tor Revelations 
of God. We muſt not confound Things above our 
omprehenſion, with Things which we clearly com- 


pebend to be 1mpoſhble ; and thus captivate Keaſon, 


zot to Revelation, but to the Follies of Men. 2dly. 
"Tis granted, that we cannot comprehend the Nature of 
the Self-exiſtent and infontely perfect God. Yet not- 
withſtanding That, we are able to comprehend what 
may be a Contradiction to it, as clearly as if we really 
could comprebend it. That one Subſtance cannot 
be Three Subſtances, is as clearly comprebenſible, as 
if we had Faculties which could deſcry what the 
Nature of Subſtances is. That one and the ame Be- 
ing cannot be derived and underived, begotten and un- 
begotten, is as clear, as that tis impoſſible to be and 
not to be at the ſame Time. In ſhort, whatever is a Con- 
tradiction in the Nature of things, muſt always be equal- 
ly a Contradicton, let it be applied to a Being whoſe 
Nature we can or cannot comprehend, For our Igno- 
rance no more alters the Nature of a Contradiction, 
than our Knowledge does. Notwithſtanding therefore 
that our Faculties are ſuch as are not qualified to form any 
tolerable Ideas of the Subſtance of God, yet they certain- 
ly are ſuch as can perceive very clearly Ideas contra - 
diclory to it. Natural Reaſon diſcovers a great ma- 
ny Attributes and Properties of the Self- exiſtent Be- 
ing, and Revelation, has confirmed the Truth of thoſe 
Diſcoveries. Whatever therefore is a Contradiction to 
any of theſe Attributes, may be as juſtly determined 
to be ſo by Men, notwithſtanding the Narrowneſs of 
their Capacities, as if they had?much ſuperior Facul- 
ties. 3. Wherever a Man clearly perceives the Agrec- 
ment or Diſagreement of Ideas, tis unreaſonable to 
expect that he ſhould quit ſuch Evidence, and . 
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Propoſition, is contrary to Reaſon: And whatever by 


mo particular Scheme with Contradiction, it * 
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his Senſe to what may groundlefly be call'd by fone, 
A — of Faith. The Meaning of Words muſt by 
judg'd of by Reaſon, unleſs God himſelf ſhould ſo 
far interpoſe as to diſcover their Signification, or un- 
leſs he had made Uſe of only ſuch as wou'd not have Mn 
admitted Variety of Interpretations. If a Word 
therefore be plainly ambiguous, we muſt compare other 1 
Paſſages of Scripture, and reconcile them together in 


the moſt rational Manner we can; as being certain * 


that an all-wiſe God will reveal nothing that is ab- 


\ find, or contradictory. It the Interpretation of a % 


Word in One particular Senſe in ſome Places, will Niet 
make the whole of Revelation eaſy and intelligible; 
but by confining it conſtantly to another particular 
Senſe, will make the yhole either abſurd or unintelligi- 
ble, we may ſafely conclude, that the Wiſdom of 
God defigned ſuch Term in thoſe Places to be underſtood 
in ſuch a Manner as would not make Men'renounce 
their Reafon. qthly, Whatever contradicts a clear NA 


the Uſe of our rational Faculties we can obtain no upe 
Knowledge of, or but very imperte&, That is proper- Mz, 


Ty ſaid to be above Reaſon. How immaterial Beings the. 


a7 upon our Bodies, is plainly a Matter above our Rea: Dif 
fon. Our Knowledge here is very imperfect, or none ble 
at all. But yet whilſt we perceive nc Diſagreement Wc, 
of the Ideas wbich-we have, we conclude it not contrary you 


to Reaſon that immaterial Beings ſhou'd act upon Th. 
Matter. On the other Hand, we find an actual Diſ- lief 


agrecment of Ideas in thefe Propoſitions : The Mord 
and the Holy Spirit, are one and the ſame Being, p. 215; 
and yet the Word was made Fleſh, and not the Holy 
Spirit : That is, one and the ſame Being pas and was not 
made Fleſh. Here is ſo evident a Diſagreement of 
Ideas which we have, that we cannot but conclude 
this to be contrary to Reaſon. , In ſhort, 5thly, In the 
Queſtion concerning the Trinity, if any one charges 


0439 EY 
de with Contradiction to the Ideas which he bas: 
nd the Anſwer muſt be, not to ſay, tis not a Con- 
radiction to Ideas which tis granted a Man bas not, 
but that ſuch or ſuch Ideas are not di ſagreeable to one 
another, E. g. Tis aſſerted, that the Word and the Ho- 
ly Spirit are i 1 or very God, and conſequent- 
jy one and the ſame Being, p. 215. This Propoſition, 

hether true or falfe I do not here enquire, is certain» 
ly not a Contradifory one; b-catife we all conceive the 
poſhble Agreement of the Ideas, which the Terms, 
Word, Spirit, and One, raiſe in our Minds. But now 
let us add, what Dr Bennet has added, p. 216, That 


8 g ord and the Spirit are as really diſtinet in the ſame 
oa Wetf-exiftent Being or very God, as the Soul and the Body 
are really diſtinct in the ſame created Being, Man: And 


then the Contradiction of this Sentence to the prece- 
ding, lies in this; that the Word and Spirit, One and 
ic” de ſame Being, are really diſtind from each other. 
The Contradiction is not charged upon any imperfect᷑· 
ly known or quite unknown Properties of God, 

no upon what is known and perceived, ux. that one a 
be ſame Being can't be diflin from it ſelf; Or, in o- 
cher Words, it lies in the Diſagreement of Unity and 
© WDifin#ion. 6thly, Suppoſe we cant form any tolera- 
ble Idea of the Subfance of God; what would be the 
mn Conſequence? Why, then you muſt needs believe, what 
vou can't comprebend. 1 this too; what then? 
11 Then (it ſeems) there is no real Difficulty as to the Be- 
ff [Dr Beunet's Notion of] the Trinity, unleſi we 
can find out ſome good Reaſon to affirm that the Subſtance 


\  {nRtion Internal and neceſſary (not from, but) in itſelf. 
"f The Dr's whole 1 2th Chapter is to prove, that the VVord 


ts the very God. His 13th Chapter is to prove, that 


le . ing wi 

the Holy Gboſl 3s one and the ſame Being with the ſe fer- 
„f God. And he begins the 14th, with declaring 
6 that he has proved, 1f. the Word, 2dly. the Holy Spi- 


be h, are the ſelfexiftent or yery God, and conſequently one 
55 | | en 
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55 q. the ſelf-exiſtent Being will not admit of any real Di- 
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pon 


. 
end the ſame Being. Now whatever the Subſtance of the 
ſelfexiſtent God be, yet a Part of a Subſtance can't be 
The Subſtance, becauſe tis a Contradiction for a Part 
to be the V hole: Nor can the whole Subſtance be a Part 
only of it ſelf, becauſe tis a Contradiction for the 
Vbole to be but a Part. Suppoſing therefore a real 
Diftn#ion in the Subſtance, yet the Word can't be Þu 
ſaid to be The ſelf-gxiſtent God, nor can the Spirit be þ 
faid to be ſo ; ſince they are each but eſſential to and 
conſtitutive of the Tee Being. p. 217; and con- 
ſequently in Dr Bennet s Hypotheſis each Part muſt be M 
the Whole, and the Whole but a Part; Which are di- {wt 
rect Contradictions. I do not argue from the unn Ser 
Subſtance of God, but from the evident Diſagreement ca 
of thoſe Ideas which are known, viz. Part and bole, Te 
Ons and diſtindt, which neceſſarily and in the Nature Su 
of Things muſt always differ. Lafly, What the Iced 
Doctor ſeems to much upon for the Solution can 
of theſe Difficulties, is the Difference betwixt in, No! 
and from, as applied to the Divine Subſtance. Heth 
thinks no good Reaſon can be given for affirming that Bui 
the Subſtance of the ſelf-exiſtent Being will not admit of | Th 
an real Diſtinction internal and neceſſary (not from, Ser 
but) in itſelf. Now, allowing it to admit of a Ing 
DiftinQion + itſelf; Whatever is really difin® {rom | #r 
another any Subſtance, cannot be the Same with that] the 
from which it is diſtin#. In the Body of a Man, one as 
Part cannot be another Part; nor is it poſſible that I iſ? 
there ſhou'd be in any Subſtance @ real Diſtindtiun in- his 
ternal and neceſſary, and a Sameneſs or Identity at the I the: 
fame Time of the ſame Thing; becauſe it implies Exp 
this Contradiction, That it is and is not. I Ina 
Our Faculties then being allowed to be very narrow, add 
and our Capacities very ſmall ; yet they are certainly i tm 
ſuch as can perceive Contradictions. And ſuch ſeem to] Will 
me to be Theſe in Dr Bennet s Notion, © [. 
Fir, He aſſerts, 2 188; If there mit needs b I. e. 
« Contradiction in the Caſe,” | if in the Firſt Verſe - . Fat] 
os, f 1. n 2 


» 


Coda. 
„ 
he (fob jt be a Contradiction in Terms to ſay the Word 
be is individually one and the ſame Being with Him with 
art whom he was, I would as willingly ſuppoſe that St. John 
art vote a Contradiction in Terms, as that be wrote a Con- 
tradition to the whole Tenor of other Scriptures by aſ- 
erting a Plurality of Gods,---- But is it not abſurd to 
all nom Writer inſpired, and to write at all any Con- 
tradict ion? Or is it not more proper to imagine ones 
K miſtaken, than to 2 uch an Abſurdity upon 
the Apoſtle? Why is it ſo impoſſible to take the 
Word bed, God, in a ſubordinate Senſe in this Verſe, 
when we actually meet with it taken in a ſubordinate 
Senſe in St Fobn's Goſpel, ch. 10; 34, 35 ? Or why 
ent cannot ĩt here be ſo underſtood, as St Faul uſes the 
ole, Term Kue. Lord, 1 Cor. 8, 6, viz. as implying 
Subordination ? Dr B. declares indeed himſelf convin- 
ced, that no poſible Expoſition or Senſe of the Word, God, 
can reconcile the Contradiction between this Verſe of St 
ohn and the other Parts of the Bible, without admitting 
that the Word is the Very God, or ſelfexiſtent Being, p. 189. 
that But upon what, is this ſtrange Condon grounded? 
it of | The Term debe, God, is plainly and irequently uſed in 
rom, (Scripture, not as implying the One ſelfexiſtent Be- 
real} ing: and Dr Clarke has ſhewn, in his Serigeere Der 
rom] Arine, how tis eaſy to reconcile the Subordination of 
that the Word and Holy Spirit with the Unity of God, ſo 
one as to avoid Polytheiſm on the one Hand, and Sabellia- 
that Þ 7iſm on the other, But how will Dr Bennet reconcile 
1 in his Expoſition of this Verſe, upon bis Principles, ei- 
the] ther to the Unity of. the ſelfexiſtent Being, or to the 
plies} Expreſſion of Scripture ; which, he tells us, p. 215, 
* , Wmanifeftly diſtinguiſh the Word from the Spirit; an 
row, | adds. that the whole Courſe of the New Teſtament is à con- 
inly | tied Demonſtration of this Diſtinction ?] How, I ſay, 


n to will Dr Bennet reconcile this? In the Beginning was the 
Vord, and the Word was rege Thy de, apud] with God; 

1. e. The Word who is manifeſtly diſtinguiſbed from the 
Father and the Spirit, was one and the ſame Being, — 
8 | waom 


T7" Ione 
whom he is diſtinguiſhed. If therefore the Word be the 
ſeme Being with the ſelfexiſtent God, how is he difingui- 
Jed from him? or, how was he with God in er B50 
priety than it may be ſaid King George is with the King of 
U. Britain Tis no Reply, to ſay that the Word was ae 744 
be with God, only to ſhew that he was not jet mg); arFgurs; 
with Men, p. 190. For the Meaning of This, if it hai k 
Any Meaning, is This: The Word, who is the verylff de 
God, is ſaid to have been with himſelf in the Bexir tb 
vim, only to ſhew that he was not yet incarnate, Which B 
is a worſe account, and more trifling, than that which ye 
the Socinians give of this Text. ot: 3 
Secondly; Dr. Bennet owns, p. 231, that God is fi 
one Perſon, or intelligent Agent. This 1s the only Senſeſ of 
of the Word Perſon and the ojly one which the Greek z 
and Latin Maſculine Adjective (which is always uſedÞll th 
in Scripture) can bear. Nor indeed can the Term Perſonfff on 
be expreſſed in thoſe Languages Otherwiſe, than by be 
a Maſculine Ad jective: Perſona in Latin, and ig 
or «2; mr in Greek, ſignifying (as Dr Clarke has ob- 
Nervetl) quite other Things. This the Dr has in 
ſiſted upon in his Scripture Doctrine N*x, and more 
largely in. his Comment on 40 Texts, N-. 1. where he 
has unexceptionably proved his Nation of That word, th; 
notwithſtanding Dr Bennet has thought fit to deny it, th 
p. 231. But to paſs by This; Dr Bennet grants, that Pr 

in the Senſe of Intelligent Being, God is but one Perſon: 
But then he adds, that in another and different Senſe, 
the very God may be three Perſons, (ibid.) Now He ha. 
ving told us, p. 218, that we cannot define exactly what 
a Divine Perſon is, tis evident that with him, Di 
vine Perſon ſignifies only Something in the Divine Na- 
ture, as he calls it, p. 216, i. e. no one knows what, 
which is not a Perſon, And in this method tis to lit- 
tle purpoſe to argue or to urge Objections, ſince (in 
this Way) no * whatever can poſſibly be 
either true or falſe, but muſt be at the ſame time bot! 
true and falſe. 2 | 1 
0 Thir 7 
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el Thirdly. Dr Beet aſſerts, that God is One intelligent 
. ton, p. 231. And yet, p. 216, he owns that the 
ord and the Spirit are conſtantly repreſented as diſtinct 
's of Principles of Adien, i. e. as diſtindt Agents. So that 
ruin reality One intelligent Agent muſt be Three difiin# 
Agents; Which certainly our Capacities enable us to 
has know / to be a Contradi&ion. Dr B. endeavours in- 
very deed to remove this Objection by a Compariſon of 
ird tbe Soul and Body in Man, p. 216, and again p. 218. 
uch But however diffin# the Soul and Body are in Man, 
uch yet they are not diſtindt Principles of Adion. Man is a 
I Compound, and the Soul and the Body are diffiin# in, and 
s It if you pleaſe ) coeſſential to, and neceſſarily conflitutive 
enſeFl of, Man; p. 218. But Soul and Body are not the 
ame Being, nor do they conſtitute the ſame Being, as 
the Doctor aſſerts; but, when united, are called by 
one Name, Man. They are Two Beings, whereot One 
being a Perſon or intelligent Agent, and the Other not, 
the Two Beings are ſtill but Owe Prſon. In God there- 
b. fore, either there are Many diflin? Principles of Action, 
that is, diſſindt real Agents or Perſons, which (if they 
are all equal) are Many Gods, and God a Compound 
of many Perſons; Or elſe, the Father, the Word, and 
0, the Spirit, are not diſtin Principles of Action; and then 
ff they are not at all Ohjeds to whom any Application or 

Prayer can be made, but mere Modes. | 
ourtbly, The Dr thinks, that the Father, the Word, 
and the Spirit, join d | in one individual Subſtance — 
"Wl may ak 0-4 one and the ſame moſt ſimple and uncom- 
pla 2 Being, viz. ibe very or ſelſexiſtent God, p. 219. 
"EN How can & Being conſiſting of Three diſfindt Principles 
/ Aion joined together, (p. 216,) be one mcompound- 
it, ed Being? The Union of difiin# Subffances may conſtitute 
li- One Feing, Mar, (ibid.) i. e. may conſtitute Man, 2 
(in Compound of Soul and Body; but this will not make 
y be Man a Simple uncompounded Being. Wherever diſtinct 
bubſtances are united or joined together, there muſt ne- 


ceſſarily 


* 


* | 
ceflarily be 2 Compoſition z diſtin? Subſtances united and 
wicompounded, being a Contradiction in Terms, Now 
if but One of theſe diſtinct Subſtances be intelligent, 
how many ſoever may be united, yet they will all 
make but One Perſon. And if ſeveral diftin#® Frinciples 
of Aion | Subſtances or not Subſtances | are united, they 
muſt either, all but One, ceaſe to be a Principle of 
Action, and thus make One Perſon, (in which Caſe 
thoſe which ceaſe to beintelligent, cannot without the 
higheſt Abſurdity be addrefled to ;) or they muſt all 
continue to be ſtill intelligent notwithſtanding their 
Union, and then this Being will be neither One moft 


ſumple and uncompomided Being, nor One Intelligent 


Agent. 2 
Fish. Dr B. ſays, p. 220, God is indeed incarnate, 
but by His ſecond Perſon only. And again, by HIS Word; 
three Times in this Page and the next. What 1s the 
Meaning of the Word, HIS ? Or whatis the ſecond Per- 


ſon of a Perſon? God (he ſays) is undoubtedly a Perſon, 


and bit one Perſon or intelligent Agent, p. 231. This 
Perſon was incarnate by his ſecond Fer ſon, i. e. by a 


ſecond Something, which is His. The Dr adds; TI think 


T can as eaſily conceive that God, by his Word, is perſo- 
nally mited to the Man Chriſt Feſus,---as 4 can conceive 
that the Soul as by and thro the Body, (ibid.) i. e. God, 
by His very God, or (omitting the Word, HIS, which 
is unintelligible, ) God by the very God, or, God by 
the very ſame Being with himfelf, was incarnate. And 
as if this was not hard enough, tis added, was Perſo- 


"nally wnited to the Man Chrift. If fo, then Chrift 


muſt neceſſarily be two Perſons properly, in Dr Ber 


nets Scheme; For a Perſon (viz .the Word,) and a Per- 


ſon (the Soul of the Man Chrift,)* muſt make twv 
Perſons; and yet theſe Two were united into one Perſon, 
p. 19. All This, the Dr ſays, he can as eaſily conceive, 


(viz. how Perſon and Perſon make but one Perfon,) a 
be can how Soul and Body, i. e. Perſox and not Perſon | 


are but one Perſon, 


p< 


( 


Tf to all This it be replied, that theſe are but Dif. 
ficulties ariſing from the Narrowneſs of our Capdciti??, 
and from cur Ignorance of the Nature and Subſtance of 
God ; I would anſwer, that we are wholly ignorant 
of the Subſtances of All Beings, and yet we are never- 
theleſs able to judge of Contradictions about them. 
And indeed if the Reaſon be good, that, becauſe we 
are ig norant of the Subſtances or internal Conſtituti- 
ons of Beings, therefore we cannot certainly know 
what is a Contradiction about them, and what not; 
I do not ſee but an univerſal Scepticiſm muſt be em- 
braced. We may maintain, that many diſtin& Spires 
of Graſs are one and the ſame Spire of Graſs, becauſe 
our Faculties are ſo dull as not to be able to comprebend 
the Nature or Subſtance of Graſs. Thus we cannot 
(it ſeems) confute any the moſt abſurd Fxplication of 
the Trinity, becauſe we know not the Nature of God: 
Nor can we convince any Man, who ſhould deny or 
hold contradi&ory Opinions about the Incarnation, - 
becauſe our Capacities are ſo narrow, as not to compre- 
hend the Nature either of the Word or of Man. The 
Truth is: Men have long been accuſtomed to abſtra& 
metaphyſical Terms in this Queſtion, which have ei- 
ther None, or very urfkertain Significations: And 
when theſe come to be examined throughly, and ap- 
plied in a certain definite Senſe ; then we are told 
of Things incomprehenſible, of narrow Capacities and 
Want of Ideas: Whereas indeed there is nothing 


8 but the Application of. thoſe Faculties and 


thoſe Ideas which we have, to diſtinguiſh a Contra- 


diction or an Abſurdity from a Thing intelligible in 
it ſelf, however partially revealed to us. 


(50) 


CHAP. V. 
Of the Seripture- Trinity. 


Hs W much ſo ever Dr. Benet may be perfuad- 
Id that bis Sentiments are delivered in the Holy 


Scriptures, and how well ſoever he may be aſſured that 


They do really teach his Notion; Yet I am ſo far 
from agreeing with him in this Point, that I think 
it evident there is no Account in Scripture of bis No- 
tion; that tis at beſt but a mere Hypotheſis of his own, 
ſuppoſing it Poſſible in it (elf. 
The Scriptwe-Trinity is plainly the Three into 
whom we are baptized. The Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghoſt. Each of which, arè conſtantly re- 
preſented in Scripture as diſtin& intelligent Agents; 
The Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, as ſubordinate to the 


Father, ſent by him, and executing the Father's Will. 
And thus there is but One God; One Supreme, felt- 


exiſtent, underived Being, by u hom the Son was be 
gotten, and from whom the Holy Ghoſt proceeded. 
But then theſe Three are not, according to Dr Bemet, 
the f But in One place, God, and the Man 
Chriſt, and the Effuſion of the Spirit ; In other Places, the 
Father alone, is the Trinity. In others ſtill, The Fs 
ther, the Man Chriſt, and the Spirit, which is the Fa- 
ther again, pe 
The Fiiſt of theſe Notions he expreſles evidently in 
his Comment on Matt. 28, 19, Baptizing in the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, p. 
211. It may be urged, ſays he, that if the Son does in 


- that Place betoken the Man Chriff Feſus, as J bave de- 


clared above, (he means, p. 162, where he declares 
that the Son is not called the Son of the Father upon am 


account antecedent to the Incarnation ;) the Spirit muſt ac 


cording| 


1 


© 111 
cbrdingly denote a Being as really diflin# from the very 
God, who muſt be meant by the Father, as the Son or May 
Feſus Chriſt is. To which he anfivers: Our Savi: 
our Meaning is, — That Men ſhould by Baptiſin be made 


the Diſciples of God (who is uſually filed the Father, ) 
and of Chriſt and of the Spirit. They ſhouid be by Baptiſt 
made Profeſſors of that Religion, which istanght or made 
known by God, by the Miniſtrat ion of the Meiliah during 
his Abode upon Earth, and after his Aſcenſion more com- 
pleatly revealed by the Effuſion of the Spirit. 

This Notion therefore is: The Father, (i. e. God,) 
the Man Chriſt, and the Gifts or Graces of the Spirit, 
is the Trinity into whom we are baptized: _ 

But then in Other places he makes the Three to be, 

The Father, the ah Chrift, and the Spirit, which is the 
Father again In the Paſſage now cited, He tells us 
that by the Father muſt he meant, The very God; and 
by the Son, the Man Chrift. So likewiſe, p. 259, in- 
ftead of Father, in the Propoſition he is conſidering, he 
wou d read, God; and inſtead of the Word, Son, he would 
read, Chriſt or Mediator, or the Man CMiſt Feſus. So 
that there can be no Difpute about Two Perſons of the 
Trinity. Now his whole 13th. Ch. is to prove, that 
the Holy Ghoſt is not another and different Being from the 
very God himſelf. If then by the Father, be meant 
the very God; and by the Holy Ghof, the very God, and 
by the Son, the Man Chriſt; tis evident that in this 
Trinity there is but two intelligent Beings, Agents, 
or Perſons; the Very God, and the Sen, For Two of 
the Three being here ſuppoſed to be proved by Dr 
Bennet to be One and the ſame, there can remain but 
Two, God and the Man (B. iſt. | 

The Third Scheme indeed ſeems to be more fre- 
quent, and profeſſedly Dr Bexncts Notion, Viz. That 
the Trinity is the Father alone, Which one wou'd think 
at firſt Sight, was far enough from the Scripture-Re- 
preſentations of this Matter, The Paſlages where 

\ 24 Anis 
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* appears, are Many; which I ſhall however tran- 
er | 


ibe 


P 176, The Scripture, when it mentions God abſolute- ; 

ly and by way of Eminence, always means what you | Dc 
Clarke | call the Perſon of the Father, that is, the one ſelf- iſ + 
exiſtent Being, whom I call, The Very God. P. 772 F 
During the Time of bis Miniſtry, our Saviour himſelf de- t. 
clared that his Father, viz. the God of the Jews, or the 1 7 
one ſelf-exiſtent Being, is the only true God. Ibid. After W | 
| our Lords Aſcenſion, bis Diſciples every where preached  þ 
| that there is but one God, viz, the Self-exiſtent Being, tl 
i And in Proof of this, the Doctor urges the Authority js 
N of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, Tojus there is but one God, the I p 
1 Father, of whom are all Things and we in him; and one in 
. Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all Things and we by bim. is 


| 
| P. 178, By the Father you | Dr Clarke | mean the {elf-ex- | 
3 iſtent Being, whom I call the very God. P. 180, Does G 
not Chrift ſay, that bis Father (viz. the ſelf-exiſtent Being) I. 
f is the only God? P. 211, Men ſhould by Baptiſm be made I ,; 
| the Diſcip!es of God, who is uſually ſtiled the Father. — 75 
| P. 226, The Very God is mdonbtedly the Author and jut 
| Principle of whatever is done by the Son. For the Man an 
Jeſus Chriſt derived his Power from the Very God, who ing 
7s bis Father; and the very God did whatever was dont *. 
| by the Word or Divine Nature of the Son: For by the uſe 
f Word, God made all Things. But it does not follow fron ga, 
| tbence, that the Word is a diſtinck Being from the FA- Ia 
THER or Very God, any more than a Mans underſtand} yy. 
ing by bis Soul, or touching by his Body, proves that the 17 
Soul or the Body is a diſtin# Being from the Man, Ibid. 
Tis granted of the Very God whom you mean by the Fa- hin 
ther; viz. that he is Abſolutely Supreme over all. IN x, 
\ ſhould tranſcribe too from p. 168, 169, all thoſe ſons 
Pa ſſages of Scripture, which the Doꝗor ſays are ſpolenſ inte 
cf the Man Chriſt Feſus ouly, withont any regard to bis Di- pain 
vine Nature; in which the Very God is filed The God, Fat 
the Father, or The God and Father of our Lord Fejuf ens 
Chrift, viz, 1 Cor. 15, 24. Rom. 15, 6. 2 Cor. 1, 3 tba 


f 2 Cor ty. 
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@ Cap, 11, . Epi. r, . . 1 Pet. 5,3: 
Rev. 1,6. 
Now, I/, By comparing all theſe Paſſages toge- 
ther, tis evident that according to Dr Bennet, the 
FATHER, the one ſelf-exiftent Being, the Very God, 
the God of the Fews, are ſynonymous and convertible 
Terms, figniiying all the ſame Thing. Now ſuppo- 
ſing that the Ford and Holy Ghoſt are one and the ſame 
Being, the ſelf-exiſtext or very God, p. 215, is it not evident 
that the Father alone is the Trinity. 2. In what Senſe 
is our Modern Doxology uſed by the Dr; Glory he to the 
Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghoſt? *Tis not, 
in His Scheme, to the Trinity; but to the Father who 
is the Very God or Trinity, and to the Man Feſus 
Chriſt, and to the Holy Ghoſt who is again The Very 
God and The Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. zh, 
The Dr aſſerts, p. 199, that 'tis evident that the Spi- 
rit of God is the Selfrexiſtent Being, whom I call (fays he) 
The Very God. Now in all the Texts and Paſſages 
Juſt now cited, t is the Father whom the Dr has call d, 
and choſen to call, The Very God, Therefore, accord- 
ing to him, the Spirit is the ſame with the Father , 
and the Father alone, the whole Trinity. And of what 
uſe is all This? For did even Arius, Sabellius, Paulus 
Samoſatenus, Socims, or any one elſe, ever deny ſuch 
a Trinity? viz. One Being, having in him an internal 


Word or Reaſon and Spirit; as every Man, and eve- 


ry Intelligent Agent whatever, has likewiſe ? 
I grant that, in other Places, the Doctor expreſſes 


Ihimſelf ſomewhat otherwiſe. P. 235. he ſays; The 


Father, with bis Word and Spirit, as three coeſſential Fer- 
ſons, in my Senſe of the Word Perfon, i. e. in no certain 
intelligible Senſe, p. 218, | is The very God. And a- 
gain, p. 227, The Very God who is three Perſons, viz. the 
Father, with his Word and Spirit. But theſe Exprefti- 


Jens, when compared with others, will demonſtrate 


that (according to Him the Father alone is the Trint- 


Co iy, For, P. 262, He aſſures us; When the Very God 


E 3 is 


— —— 


the Son and Holy Ghoſt: For each of them being in- 


— 
— 
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#s honoured, the Holy Spirit ij honoured z epen as when a 
Man is bonoured, bis Spirit is honoured, which is the 
Jame P:rſon with himſelf. If this be true, then the Spi. 
it of God (the Father Almighty,) being as much That 
God (and Father Almighty) whoſe Syir it be is, as the 
Spirit of a Man is That Man in whom it is, p. 1995 „ 
the Spirit of God muſt conlequently conſtitute Gad an 8 
Intelligent Agent, as the Spirit of Man does Man; 


And the Spirit of God muſt be the ſame Perſon with J 4 
the Father, as the Spirit of Man is the ſame Perſon with ; 


the Man. If the Spirit of Man, be the ſame Perſon I ,, 
pith bimſelf, the Spi it of God muſt be the ſame Perſon | 
with bimſelf : Even as the Soul and the Body conflitute h 
be ſame (the Dr ſhould not have ſaid Being, p. 218, Il 
bur) Perſon, or On? only intelligent Agent. | 8 

In purſuance of this ſtrange Scheme, which thus c 
wholly confounds the Perſons of the Trinity; we are 
told, p. 258, Whatever Honour is paid to the Very God, 


i paid to the Father, Word, and Spirit, who are one te 


and the ſame Being. And p. 257, Abſolutely ſupreme I 1 


Honour is due, not to the Father as diſtinguiſhed from the 

Word and the Spirit, but to the Very God in whom there 

are Three corfſentia Perſons, the Father, the Word and 

the Spirit, Ku | 
T4 this be ſo; Then 1f, When any one uſes that 


Prayer, Our Father which art in Heaven,. &c. he prays 


(and our Saviour muſt be {aid to have prayed) to the 0 
whole Tripity, not to the Father only. For no doubt 
our Saviour taught us to pray to the very God. 2dly, 
Whenever the Dr in his Petitions really does diffingu/ 
the Father from the Word or Son, and from the Holy 
Ghoſt; yet even in thoſe Prayers He actually prays to 


dividually One and the ſame Being, nay One and the 
ſame intelligent Agent; in honouring One, he honours 
all. But then is it not unreaſonable in him to diſtin- 
guiſn where there ought to be no Diſtinction; O God 
the Faber, - O God the Son, — Q God the Hb] Chet? 
aa. | NY, l 


[ 


- 


YT 7 , 
For each of them being The very God, Whatever Wore 
Hip is paid to the Very God, 7s paid to all Three. / 3. In 
this Way, praying to each Perlon, 1s really nothing 
more than praying to Fehovab, to Hobim, and to 4do- 
a, that is, to God under any three Names. But 4. 
Does the Dr then pay Honour really to a Perſon be- 
gotten and derived, while he is worſhipping or ſpeakin 
of God under the Characters of dune underived, 
naynedroe Almighty, the Father, and ſuch like? Or 
does he Then worſhip the Father, when he is pray- 
ing to a Perſon conſidered and denominated as begot- 
ten or proceeding ? 5tbly, If each Perſon is honon- ed by 
praying to The very God, i. e. to the Father; is it not 
ſufficient to follow only our Lord's Directions, ſaying, 
Our Father which art &c? And are the Ford and the 
\ Spirit, (for the Son it ſeems always ſigniſies the Man 
us Chriſt, p. 162,) am diſtin& Objects to apply to in 
ry any Manner, without being intelligent Agents; any 
more than the Spirit of a Man is a diffi Object 
one to be applied to, diſtin from the Perſon of the 


©, An bimjelf? : 
ere what 

d — — — 
lat 5 C H A P 1 VI. 

Ys | hp 

he Of the Terms Nature and Perſon, as applied to 
iht 1 Chr iſt. | 

10, 2 
1 HEN we look into what the ſacred Writings 
ly teach us concerning our Saviour, without the 


to Prejudices of ſyſtematick Writers; All will agree, 
IN” chat there is 10 Name given to Chrift b inſpired Writers, 
he ¶ which denotes bis being two Perſons: But they always 
urs ſpeak of him as of a Perſon, as of one individual int el- 
„ lizent Agent, who at different Times appeared in dif- 
175 ferent Natures or Forms, in different òtates and Capaci- 

| E 4 -- 


. « 8&5) 
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(56) 

ties, firſt as God, and afterwards as Man, He was 
firſt ir Age, did in the Form of God, and as & M 046 
the Angel of God, and then as drigems Man, or 
ir i loi] du wrouer@ made in theLikexeſs of Men, 
oy iuan ui dess &; d found in Faſbion as a Man, by 
being incarnate, made Fleſh, or taking Part of Fleſb and 
Blood; and laſtly, he was exalted to the right Hand 
of God, in Heaven, to be the Judge of Quick and 
Dead. The Scripture never ſpeaks of him with the 
leaſt Hint of any Div ſon of his Perſon; nor upon any 
Occaſion conſiders only Part of him at a Time : But tells 
us, that all Things were made by the Word, or by the Son, by vin 
whom we have Redemption through his Blood, Col. 1; 13, Bf 3g 
14---16. Tis always as of One and the ſame Perſon, are, 
who did ſuch and ſuch Things at different Times and 
in different Czpacities;, at one Time, iv u ber in of 
the Form of God: at other Times iy 6019uan dryomr, Fel 
— Likeneſs of Men, by taking Part of Fleſb and Ws 

lood. | | 
Dr Bonnet always ſpeaks of Chriſt in his hu- 
mane, and Chriſt in his Divine Nature, (of Feſus and I Th 
Chriſt in the Language of C2rintbus,) as Two entirely IXI. 
difterent and diſtin& Perſons. P. 164, By Reaſon (lays ba 
he) of the Union of the two Natures, ſome Things are af- ÞÞ ſu 
firmed of the God, which are true of the Human Nature 
only; and other Things are affirmed of the Man, which NG; 
are true of the Divine Nature only. For Iuſtance; tis 
air med of the. Gpd, that he was receiv'd up into Glo- 
ry, 1 Tim. 3, 16; which evidently regards the Exalta- I. 
tion of the Man, i. e. Chriſt's humane Nature, as *tis ſth 
call'd by the Dr, * 25. Again; Al] Things were crea- I ce 

ted by Him who is the firfi-born from the dead, Col. 1. NT! 


16, 18: This, manfeftly points at aud belongs to Cori s IH 
human Nate; That, was done by the Word or Divine 
Nature; (ibid.) Again; There being no Name given to N tr 
Chriſt,---- which denotes Both Natures united in one Per- IV 
fon; (ibid.) P. 166, By him were all Things Created, &c 
(el. 1, 13, &c, Jen ſee, the Seb n Gods Ben; 
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Is brit is wndoubtedly God s Son, as to bis humane Na- 
« ute :---- But then He (the Apoſtle) proceeds t6 afirm 
JIN Much Things of God's Son, as manifeſtly relate to bis di- 
u, vine Natyre.--- . 5 None of the Names or Titles gi- 
n in the oͤcriptuyrs to our Saviour, do include or denote 
bis two Natures united in One Perſon; Ibid. If this 
Rule be duly obJerved, many Paſſages will inſtantly appear to 
be ſpoken of tbe Man Chrift Jeſus only, without any Ke- 
ne Ward to the Word or divine Nature, which, if under- 
ly Wood of the Word or divine Nature, or of the whole 
God-Man, would really imply that the Word or Chrift'sdi- 


by Prine Nature isinferivr to the very God. Some of the Paſ- 
3, Tages explained by the Doctor according to this Rule, 
br are, p. 168, Aud je are Chrifts, and Chriſt is Gods, 1 
1 


Ccr. 3, 23. But to Us there is but One God, the Father, 
of whom are all T ings, and we in him; and one Lord 
„r, Bf Jeſus Chrift, by whom are all Things, and we by him, 1 Cor. 
nd Ws. 6. But I would have you to know, that the Head of 
every Man is Chriſt, and the Head of the Woman is the 
u. | Man, and the Head of Chriſt, is God, 1 Cor. 11, 2. 
Then cometh the End, when be ſhall bave delivered up the 


ly Kingdom to God, even the Father : And when all Things 
Vall be ſubdued urto him, then ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be 


ſulye& unto him that put all Things under bim, that God 
] may be all in all, 1 Cor. 15. 24, 28. For ye know the 
ich ¶ Grace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, that tho“ he was rich, 
is ¶ yet for your ſakes he became poor, that ye through bis Fu- 
rerty might be rich, 2 Cor. 8. 9. Now he that aſcended. 
ta- ¶ what is it but that be alſo deſcended into the lower Pants 

tis ¶ the Farth? He that deſcended, is ths ſame alſo that aſ- 
ea" I cended up far above all Heavens, that be might fill all 
J. Things, Eph. 4; 9, 10. P. 196, the gth Verſe (of 
if $ Heb. 1,) relates to Chriſts Humanity, 

ne Now upon What Foundation, is all this Superſtruc - 
to ture rais'd : ſince neither the Scriptures nor Primitive 
Per- Writers of the Church ever thus divide our Lord in- 
&c. Eto Two Perſons? They always plainly ſpeak of him, 
and as One and the ſame Ferſon; and upon this Foot are, 
Tiff | EN copliſtent 


: — — * * N 


n g 
conſiſtent, and intelligible, as other Writings are, 
without any forced Conſtructions, or unparalleld Tram 
ftions. Which have been invented purely to ſerve an 
Hypotheſis. In the Inftance, 1 Tim. 3, 16, (ſuppo- 
fing the common Reading to be tit true one, of 
which yet there is no Foot ſtep in Antiquity z) God was 
manifeft iu the Fleſh, juſtified in the Spirit, receiv d up 
into Glory; What a ſtrange Conſtruction is it, to make 
Part of theſe Propoſitions to relate to one Perſon, and 
part to another, without the leaſt Intimation from the 
Text; as Dr B. is forced to do, p. 164 ? Whereas tis 
clear that the ſame Ferſon, who had been in the Form 
of God, was manifeſt in the Fleſh, and receiv d up ſ again 
into Glory. So Col. 1, 13, &c. God bath tranſlated 
rs into the Kingdom of bis dear Son, in whom we have 
Redemption thro his Blood, For by him were all Things 
created; By that One and the ſame individual Perſon, 
the Sox of God, were all Things cre. ted, and Mankind 
were redeemed. The Apoſtle does not ſay, they were 
created by his divine Nature or divine Perſon, or re- 
deem'd by his humane Nature or the Man; But by 
Him, and, In whom, or, by whom, without any the leaſt 
Appearance of Tranſition from one Perſon or Thing 
to another. | 
That which ſeems to have contributed chiefly to 
this Canfuſion, is the ſtrange Uſe Dr Bennet makes of 
the Term Nature; which, with Him, generally ſigni- 
fies Perſon, and very often Something he knows not 
what. Thus by Chriſt's divine Nature, Dr B. always 
means either the Perſon of the Father, or Somewhat 
of the +; of the Father : And by his buman Na- 
ture, he always means his whole Prſon. For, the 
Word being quieſcent during our Saviour s Miniſtry. and 
never influencing him at all during that Space, Ch. 9; 
hat whole Perſon, who preach'd and ſuffered and died 
for us, is what the Dr calls Chriſt's buman Nature; 
teaching us, not (as the Scriptures do) that Chrift ſuf- 
tered in the Fleſh, or (as the Church has uſed to i 
| at 


CEE 


* 


(599 
it) that HE fiffered in bis Humane Nature, but that 
his Humane NA TURE ſuffered, And indeed through- 
out his Book, he has perfectly confounded Nature and 
Perſon. Thus p. 7. The Word is expreſiy called GOD; 
therefore I join with you, in calling the Word the Divine 
NATURE of ow Lord Feſus Chriſt, p. 15. The 
Word or Divine NATURE of the bleſſed Feſus, is cal- 
ed GOD. So again p. 20, His Humane NATURE 
pas created; aud bis Divine NATURE made tbe 
World. And, p. 36. 4s it cant be affirmed cf bis Hu- 
mane NATURE, the“ united with the Word in one Per- 
ſon, that It made all Things, becauſe, tho tis expreſly af. 
firmed of his Divine Nature, that It made all Things, yet 
the ſame is never afirm'd or implied of the Human Nature; 
even ſo it can't be afirmed of tha Divine Nature, tho 


"BI wnited with the Humane in one Perſon, that It was exalted. 


P. 82, The Humane NATURE was an Angel. P. 
82, The Apoſtle's Argument is drawn from what Chriſt's 
Human Nature DI D; and 'tis ſupported by what his Hu- 
mane Nature Received as the Reward, &c._P. 126, The 
Humane NATURE of Chrift, did not KECE| VE 
and FEEL thoſe extraordinary Influences, &c. P. 142, 
The Human NATURE of Chrift did really ACT a- 
lone, &c. P. 152, "Twas bis Human NATURE a- 


one that S PAK E at that time. P. 241, The Human 
„ NATURE of that Perſon, which was perfect God and 


perfect Man, did DIE for them. P. 254, The Human 
Nature of the Son directed all his Actions to the Glory 
of the Father. And ibid. The Son's Human NATURE 
did PRAY to the Father, | 
Now in each of theſe Citations, in what Senſe 1g 
Nature us d? Is Nature ever call'd God? Or is not 
F-rſonality, evidently and neceſſarily implied in the 
Notion of God? Was it Nature that created and mads 
the World, or was it not a Perſon that did it? Was IT 
| Natare | exalted, or the Prſon? Could a Nature do 
any thing, or receive a Reward? Could I T feel, or act, 
(x ſpeak. or dire# Adiom, or pray? And what m 
tne 
Jy 


(60) 
the Dr. mean by ſaying ¶ Not, that Chrift was put to 
Deatb, but | the Human NATURE of that PE R. 
SON did die, p. 241? _ | 
As the Abſtract metaphyſical Term, Nature, is uſed 


by Dr. Bennet, throughout this Controverſy, to ſignify 


uſually, Perſon; and ſometimes ſomething, he knows 
not what; So the Term, Perſoy, is applied by him in 
as uncertain and precarious a manner, ſometimes for 
One, ſometimes for Two Intelligent Agents, and ſome- 
times for fomewbat of an Intelligent Agent, he can't de- 
fue exactly What. Accordingiy our bleſſed Lord is 
ſometimes but One Perſon, or Intelligent Agent; ſome- 
times he is allowed to be two Intelligent Agents Some- 
times he conſiſts of Oue intelligent Agent, and ſomething 
elſe: juſt as the Writer has occaſion to ſpeak. But 
yet All agree that in Scripture he is always diſtinctly 

ſpoken of as Owe Perſon 
In p 12, Dr. Bennet tells us, that Chriſt's ENFO1- 
MENT of a Human Soul gives HI M | gives hom? 
a likeneſs, &c. And p. 73, he expreſly ſays, there are 
united in our Lord's Perſon, Two intelligent Beings, Is 
not that Two Perſons? Yet elſew here he will not allow 
the term Pei ſon, to extend ſo far as to Qne Intelligent 
Being. Iis true, ſays he, p. 231, that in common Speech, 
Intelligent Being and Perſon, are convertible Terms; 
and in this Senſe, the one ſupream Canſe of all things, whom 
T call the very God, is undoubtedly a Perſon, and but 
ONE Perſon. That is, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
all Three make but ONE Perſon: And conſequently 
the Word 1s but Part of a Perſon, or of an Intelligent 
Agent; tho' he had before expreſly call'd it an Intel; 

ligent Being, p. 73. | 

But the Unity of Chriſt's Perſon Dr. Bennet explains, 
by faying, p. 80, Th? Word left bis Glary, and became 
wnted to The Man Ch1iſt, And p. 227, The Word was 
perſonally united to the Man Chrift ; And the Man Chrif 
Feſus was for ſome while perſonally united to the Word, 
ibid. It might here reaſonably have been erde of 
5 him, 


— — 


| (6) 
him, that he ſhould at leaft have given bs ſome Con- 
to ſheaure, why the Scripture never once uſes any ſuch * 
R. Language, never tells us that the Word was m:ited to 
Man, but that the Word was male Fleſh, cart iq tvele, 
hat Chriſt was # 6u2muen dr3gy now yerurG nale 
in the likeneſs of Men; oxipal weeves os drSparS, 
being foimd in faſhion as a Man: And, A . Xe 
Inoss Feſus Chrift being | not, being joined to a Man: 
for And, He took part of Fleſh and Blood: And the like: 
ne- MExprefſions, which ſtrictly imply an Unity of Ferſon. 
de- Nor is it of any Moment what Dr Bennet Objects, 
is that, if the Word was not quieſcent during our Saviour's 
ne- ¶ Miniſtry. then all the Actions of Chriſt onght to be imputed 
me- Ito the God- Man, p. 129. For do not the Scriptures e- 
ing very where plainly impute all the Actions of Chriſt to 
But the bole Perſun of Chriſt ? do they any where divide 
tly him into Two Perſons? Or what ground is there to 
imagine, that, when our Lord prayed, his Prayer did 
T- It proceed, p. 139, from himſelf? from that bole 
mn?) Prin, who is repreſented every where as Oe, and as 
are ¶ but One? The Soul and Body indeed, Two diſtin Beings, 
Is E whereof One only is intelligent, may eaſily be, nay, 
low can be no more than, One Perſon : But Two intelligent 
ent Beings cannot make One Perſon, unleſs one of them 
cb, ¶ be ſwallowed up and ceaſes to be diſtinctly intelligent. 
; He tells us indeed, p. 148. That His Notion may be 
20m Illuſtrated by conſidering that the Soul is frequently 
but ſaſpended by Sleep. But this is nothing to his purpoſe. 
oft, I For ſo far as the Soul is at any time (ſuppoſed to be) 
tly N ſuſpended, ſo far the Fleſb ceaſes to-af or feel. And 
ent the fame is true of whatever is perſonall) united? If 
tel, Nit be ſuſpended, either all Action muſt neceſſarily be 
ſuſpended with it, or elſe there muſt be Two Perſons 
ins, fill, the ſuſpended one, and that which acts during 


ame ¶ ſuch ſuſpenſion: And this is in no Senſe Perſonal Unz- 
was on, but the Action of ſeparate Duelligent Agents or Fer- 
rift N. . 

rd, 

I of N.B, 


MN. B. As tothe Conflitnent Parts of our Lord" 
Perſon ; what thoſe Conſtituents were, beſides That ® 
Intelligence in which Perſonality itſelf conſiſts; (as there to 
are, in the Perſon of a Man, Body and Soul, or Bodi D. 
and Soul and Spirit, or rational and ſgnſitive and veget, 

tive Soul, or whatever conſtituents do not make Two Per 

ſons, two diſtin& Intelligences or Principles of Action, 
we for want of knowledge in Philoſophy) may well 
be ignorant: Neither need we, or ought we to be po 
tive. And for that Reaſon (as I fuppoſe) Dr. Clark 
meddled not with the Apollinarian Speculation, which? 
is merely Philoſophical, and not at all Theological. Bui 

wo intelligent Beings, (as Dr. Bennet calls them, p, 73 

iuconſiſtently with his denying the 2 Word, to be at 
all an intelligent Being, p. 23 1,) are Always evidently 
and neceſſarily Two Perſons, however United; unleſ 

One of the Two Intelligences be {wali'owed up, and 

ceaſes to be any longer a diſtinct Intelligence. 

Duieſcence of Oue of them, is not ſufficient ; unlel 
that Quieſcence be Total and Perpetual , which kmbun 
either to an entire Abjorption , or No Union at all. 


— 
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CHAP. vil 
Of Chrift's being ſtiled a Man. 


* © HE Reverend Dr. Benet has in his Third Chap 
| ter largely inſiſted upon this Point, That be 
cauſe our Saviour is frequently call d &r9garos and din, g 
2 Man, both by himſelf and the Sacred Writers; 
therefore he was in every reſpe& of our Species, 1. e 
his Soul was exactly of the ſame kind with other 
Men. The human Soul, ſays he, is by much the principa ii, 
Part of Man, and bis chief Conſtituent Part : > And there join? 
fore to ſuppoſe a Man, (a trir, priſe, and proper Man md 
EF ani 
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Iball and ſuch as our Lord is notoriouſly deſeribed and afirmed 
there to be,) without an human Soul, is the Height of Abſurdi- 
ty. p. 10. Now here I obſerve 

II. A ſuperior Being, by being incarnate, may Be- 
come a Man, may (as our Church expreſſes it) be made 
Man, may take our Nature (not take or aſſume a 
Man) upon him. Suppoſe any Man now living had 
præexiſted, and That in a much ſuperiour Order or 
Rank of Beings than Ours now is; would it follow 
that ſuch a Perſon was not Now really a Man? Even 
vithont being really incarnate, Angels of old, appear- 
ing to Abrabam, to Lot, &c. are uſually tiled ads, 
he al Men, Gen. 19, 12. 18, 2, 16. And Daniel 9, 21, 
nthy e. the Man Gabriel whom I had ſcen. Either therefore 
nle{{!t muſt be inferr'd that Gabriel, and the three Angels 
andi which appeared to Abrabam, and the two which ap- 
I pear'd to Lot, were in every Reſpect of our Species; or 
nel elſe the Argument from the common Appellation, 
until Aan, is inconcluſive, adh. The Scriptures always uſe 
the following Manner of Expreſſion. He that was 
%% the Word, the very fame Perſon oxy! i from, ir 
net dyfgdmy e , was made Eleſb, John 1, 14; 
being made in the Likeneſs of Men, Phil. 2, 7; took 
Part of Fleſh and Blood, Heb. 2, 14. Again, Heb. - 
10, 5, A Body haftthou prepared me. Heb. 5, 7, In 
the Days of bis Fleſh. Rom. 8. 2, in the Likeneſs of 

I Fleſh, Heb. 2, 17, made like unto bis Brethr 
John 4, 2, That Fefws Chriſt is come in the Fleſh, 2 
— 7. 1 Pet. 4, 1, Chrift bath ſuffered for us in the 
. Phil. 2, 8, eiu ig dee ws he, being 
ond im Faſhion as a Man, be humbled bimſelf, and be- 
came obedient to Death. Heb. 10, 10, tbro the Offer- 
Y poof the Body of Feſus Chriſt. Theſe and many other 
e © laces ſeem very flrongly to ſhow, that the ſame Per- 
fon who is called the Logos or Nord, was manifeſt in 
the Fleſh, and was made Man: Tis not ſaid, was 
Join'd to a Man, but was fond in Faſhion as a Man, 
and ſo made like unto bis Brethren. 2dly. Dr Dons 

| allerts 
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aſſerts, p. 64, that our Saviour, before bis Incarnation. px 
might juftly be called an Angel, upon the Account of buff to 
being ſent from God to Men. Now if he was juſtly bj 
dall d an Angel, upon Account of his being Sent, tho a 
he was not a Spirit preciſely of the ſame Kind or Degree Ge 
with Angels, pag. 65; why may he not as juſtly be Fo 
called a Man, when incarnate, tho' originally he bel ab] 
not preciſely of the ſame Degree with Men? tai 
Againſt this, Dr B. has objected, p. 10, 160, 161, Re 
192, That Text of St. Paul, 1 Tim, 2, 5, There if pre 
due God, and one Mediator between God and Man, theW int 
Man Chrift Feſus, to prove that the Redeemer is the ing 
ſame Sort of Man, as the Perſons redeemed by bim, p. No 
10. But reply, 054-3 

1/. This very Text is a clear Refutation of this ed 
learned Gentleman's' Scheme. For the Addition off #6 
the Word, Mar, ſuppoſes that he had tormerly been a} pat 
ſuperior Perſon. No one ever ſays in this Conſtructi- N of 
on, ſpeaking of a mere Man, The Man Peter, or the 1 
Min Paul, But tis very proper and eimphatical, when). 
ſpoken of a ſuperior Perſon made Man. We find in Dani dre 
el, ch. 9,21, are Taba, the Man Gabriel: And juſt in cf 
the ſame Form of Speech, in this Text, dre xe. that 
the Man Chrift, i. e. Chriſt incarnate or made Man. and 
But 2dly, ſuppoſing the Vord to be, in the way Dr as : 
Bennet explains it, united to the Man Chriſt; will the # 
God-man be the ſame Sort of Man as the Freſher redeem ſtal 
ed by bim? Will he be Ad, in all Things, made he 
like amo bis Brethren ? I cannot but take Notice here, rig} 
that the Dr has twice in the ſame Page in ed for 
d“, (which ſignifies to be made like,) to BE thiÞl fea 

Jame, Chriſt, ſays he, p. 12. had the ſame human M74, 
ture; And, Chrift ought to BE of the ſame Nature with vou 
our ſelves, Which he deduces from that Paſſage in the V 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, ch. 5, 17, It beboved hin 
(elo a,) to be made like into bis Brethren, 3dly, The 
Ends or Reaſons of Chriſt's being made Fleſh, affign'd 
In Scripture, do not require that he ſhould be himſe! 


* 


preciſch 


er) 
preciſely of the ſavie Pegel with thofe Perſtns hd Cate 
to redeem. In all things, faith the Apoſtle, it. beboved 
bim to * ad fe — ot. 2 that be might be 
a merciful and faithful High Prieft, in things pertaining to 
God, to make Reconciliation 755 the Shs 1 the 25 hy 
For in that be bimſelf bath ſuffered, being tempted, be is 
able to ſuccour them that are tempted. Chriſt might cer- 
tainly be a merciful and faithful High Prieſt, might nale 
Reconriliation, and might be tempted, without being 
preciſely of the ſame Degree with Men. He was put 
into the State and Condition of doing all this, by be- 
ing incarnate, and taking our Natute upon him: 
Nor is there ſo much as pretended to be any Abſur- 
ity in This by this worthy Perſon, but what is found- 
ed upon his Suppoſition that He who is ſtiled the 
Mord, is the very God, abſolutely ſupream, and inca- 
pable of any Humiliation, Incarnation, or Change. 


Jof State whatſcever. 


In another Place Dr B. has argued from Philip. 2, 


7. Which he thinks ought to -be tranſpoſed, and ren- 
dred thus: He emptied himſelf, taking the Appearance 


of a Servant, BEING in the Likeneſs of Men; That is, 
that be diveſled bimſelf of that Glory which be enjoyed; 


Ind WHEN be was incarnate, be condeſcended to appear 


* 


as a Servant. 


r- e Par ; 
But here, > think, the Dr is guilty of a double Mi- 


Iſtake. For 1. y4iuer& doth not ſignify, being, as 


he falſely renders it; but, being made, as our Bibles 


rightly tranſlate it. For we juſtly blaine the Socinians 


for tranſlating, Zack iy trim, (Fob, 1, 14,) was, in- 
ſtead of, was made Fleſh. And the Paſſage, ver. 6, 
inn Gefen, A&H ., which they allege in fa- 
vour of their rendring 5 e ang] ry ine, the Word 
VAS inſtead of Became, | F 1 5; diſcovers only their 

Ignorance in r "ng. For the Words ty £1470 ar3gw, 
#& emraauire, do not ſignify that Fobn the Baptiſt 
WAS a Mau, but that he as ſent, or Became the Meſ- 
ſengey of God &c. © 2dly. There is no Ground at all to 


ieh tranſpoſe the Words of this Verſe, as the Dr here 
"_ does 


CH) -© 
does. For be thu the Form of a Servant, being 
oppos d to fel bes the Form of God; the Senſe is, 
not, HEN be was incarnate (p. 67, 68,) be con- 
deſcended to appear as a: Servant, but, by being incarnate 
be took npon bim the. Form of a Servant. And the 
Words, $ ei, iverveit ds Hr, being found in 
Faſhion as a Man, do not ſignify, that be not only 
ſometimes ated as a Servant, p. 67, 68; But the 
Meaning is, And being in that ſervile incarnate State or 
Condition, he humb led bimſelf ftill further, &c. 
Chrift therefore is very properly ſtyled 4 Man; 
and the Scriptures-Expreſſions are very natural, and 
agreeable to what uninſpired Writers uſe, when they 
ſpeak of our Saviour's Humane State. Nor, I am apt if 
to think, would this Pojnt have been ſo much miſun- 
5 by Dr ene, had not 3 Jargon — | 
ed him wit reconceptions in interpret > 
Word of God. ö Gy 


CHAP. VL. 


Of Chriſt. præexiſting before his Incarnation? 
and Whether he was then a mere human Soul 
of the ſame Species with Us, or 4 Perſon of 

far ſuperior Dignity. 


a allowed by Dr Bemet, that Chriſt upon 
Earth was a Man, one Perſon, not two, (tho he 


perpetually ſpeaks of him ag of two diſint Fr „ in- Iban 
conſiſtently enough.) He acknowledges alſo, that 


this very ſame Perſon praexiſfed from the Beginning 


of the World, and appeared (as the Agel or Meſſen- r 


ger of God) to Adam, to Abraham and the Patriarchs, Ii 
to Moſes, &c, Now the Queſtion here is, which 
Opinion is moſt agreeable to Scripture, Dr Clarke's, 5 
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D r Bemer's, Dr Clarks ſuppoſes that the lade thy 
before his Incarnation, was a Divine Perſon, 
ar to All, except the Father who ſent him. 
* ſuppoſes him to have been a mere human 
like — of other Men, without any Prehemi- . 
nence in its own Nature, and without any Union 
ith what he calls the Word, (or ſomewhat, ancertum 
jd, of God the Father,) till the Time of the Incar- 
ation. When that fame Soul, lays he, p. 84, volunta- 
ih became ificarnate, ta: [Then] nee tot Word it 
F. And our Saviour, W bon 7 was, at his Incarna- 
jon, united fo, 1. V. ord, And the wonderful 
theration of Condition Jy 32 bis perſonal Union witb 
be Word: 25 In Spar amen to judge in this 
Point, I enquire 

1f. What real Difference is there betwixt De Be- 
ts Notion and Socim s; I mean as to the Conſe- 
nences of either. I — 5 this, becauſe the Dr thinks 
his Notion to be free from all Poſſibility of do- 
Miſchief, p. 12 "How does he make Chriſt really 
be any hang a mere. Man, more than Soci- 
does? Socinus ſuppoſed Chriſt to be a mere Mart 
into Heaven before bis Baptiſm, and thence 
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, eexplains the Texts of his being ent down. Dr Ben- 
P ſuppoſes him a mere Man or human Soul preexiſting 


ul In Heaven from the Beginning, and ſent down into 4 Bo- 
ly on at the Fulneſs of Time. Where is the 
al Difference between a mere Man, and à mere 
Yan? Or what Miſchief can it do, to believe that 
he went up into Heaven before bis Baptiſm, (which ſolves 
ome Difficulties very well, were it ray more 
u. Ten it can do te believe that his Sox | pree fied, 
at Which is but an Hypotheſis too, to ſolve the 
og Piffculties? For as to its Union at the Ibcamativi 
rith the Vord, which, according to Dr B. is but 
omewbat (incertum quid) belonging to God the Pather , 
lid ever any Arian of the NR Sort deny, 9 
omewhat belonging to God the Father, was in That P K 
2 n 


e 0 
ſon whom they ſtile the Logos? Or did ever any Soci- 
nian deny that ſomewhat belonging to God the Father, N 
was in the moſt intimate Manner poſſible in, and 
united vith, the Man Jefas Chriſ t: 
22h, Is it not too great a Diminution of the Value of 
Chriſt's Sufferings, ahd of the Dignity of the Ferſa 
fuffering, (for not a Nature; but Per ſon only can ſuffer; 
to ſay, that before his Incarnation, he was a Perſon 
nothing in bis Nature ſaperior to other Men? The Va 
lue of Sufferings, is very juſtly reckoned in Proportio! 
to the Dignity of the Perſon ſuffering Now; the ori 
being quieſcent entirely during our Saviour s Miniſtry, ti 
evident that All that ſuffered, was merely à human Soul 
and conſequently all the Satisfaction that was made, ui 
no greater than what a mere Man cou d make. II 
| 2 — W would readily ſubſcribe to _ 
34h. Can it with any Propriety of 8 be 
preſented as an Act of Humility and Odd ſcenſon in 
mere human Soul, d agnaywr #10 dd1;"\(paps 68 
not to be greedy of being as God, Phil, 2, 6. but to ut 
dertake the Redemption and Salvation of Mankind 
in the Manner that Chriſt's Soul is by Dr Bemy 
ſuppoſed to do? His human Soul (which ts conceiv'd He 
hep: to be merely oftheiſame Species with ours, ) is hei 
aid it feems, ut favrir, (p. Jo,) to empty himſi ut 
at his Incarnation. Now, conceiving his Station as hig Job 
as ĩs poſſible before, yet did he not at his Incarnation (ed 
cording to the Er's Scheme) become united to the Vo n 
or very God? Was not this, rather than an Act of Han 
2 lity, an Act indeed of the higbeſt Exaltatĩon poſſible? 1 
553 have the Honour now, no longer to be the Miniſter 
| God, but to be United to him, to become the Son of G 
"and appointed Heir of all Things? Is not this ſo en 
" dently a Mark of Dignity,” inſtead of Condeſcenſaf 
that the Dr argnes from this very Topick ſto be!; 
that Chriſt was a Perſon greater than the Angels I A 6 
His Incarnation, tho* he were but an human Soul r. 2 
«Tore? The Apoſtle,” ſays he, p. 65, might well opp "i 
e CS "#3 


im 


1 C69) 
„’ Incarnation, wiited 
| th 


ed Heir of all Things, (and. thereby dignified above all 
crtated- Beings ;) even to Himſelf, vben confidered only 
1 God's Angel, or Meſſenger ta Mankind. For ſince 
Ile whole 757 of what the Apoftle: ſays, lies upon the 

Dignity of the Ferſon empowered to act and govern, tis 
certain that the DIGNITY conferred upon the Man Chr iſt 
\t bis Incarnation, made him in that Reſpect as diffe- 
Wrent from himſelf before That DIGNITY was conferr'd, 
8 if Two diſtind Beings bad been ſpoken of. It this be 
he Caſe, and there was ſo vaſt a Difterence in Point of 
MDignty; in wha? tglerable Propriety of Speech did 
his præexiſting Soul, urn, tauldr, empty bimſelf? 

4. Is it not an inſuperable Difficulty in the Doctor's 
Scheme, to be forced to affirm, as he does, p. 89, that 
mere human Soul was dexd ms Mies 8 des, the Br» 
ini | or Head] of the Creation of God, Rev. 2, 14? 
That it was Before the Creation of the World, p. 87,89? 
ay, that it had Glory with the Father before the World 
Was created. p. 47, 87, 108? Wasa Creature of ſo low a 
ecies in the Scale of Beings, as an buman Soul, made be- 
More Angels, thoſe morning Stars, who. ſang together and 
e outed for Foy, when the Foundations of the Earth were laid, 

„ob 38, 5? Is it not an inſuperable Difficulty, tobe fo; 
Wed to affirm, (p: 102.) that the Angel of God's Preſence, 
ho always ſpoke inthe Name of God; who ſaid, 
{8s 7, 32, I am the God of thy Father's, and of whom 
r is laid, or rather who ſaid, I ſend: an Angel before 
Pee, to keep thee in the Way, and to bring thee into the 
Nace which I have prepared; Beware of bim, and obey 
Wis Voice, provoke bim not, for be mill _ your 
e Tranſgreſton, for my Name is in him, Exod. 23; 20, 
iber; That this Perſon (L ſay) was a mere human Soul, 
1. 55 84.) not yet united to the Logos or Word ? 
lr. is it poſſible to conceive, that Michael, the great 
ooo ice which flandeth for the Children of thy Frople, Dan. 
„ 2, 1; and who fought againſt the Dragon and his An- 
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ui the Vord, aui become the Son of God, and appoint» 
e of 
rſon 
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gels, Rev. 12. 73 Who is called Jrbopah, Jude 97 
campared with Zechariab 33; 1, 2: was à mere hu. 

man Soul, without any Union, as yet, to the aiy© 1 

Fthbh. What a ſtrange Form of Expreſſion doth the 

Author to the Hebrews, cb. 1, make uſe of, upon 

This Sebeme? in One Verſe ſpeaking of one Perſon, 10 

and in the ſame of Another, and then returning again 7? 

to the firſt, without an leaſt Hint of ſuch Tran. 

fitions? God bath in theſe laſt Days ſpoken unto us by bit 

Sion, whom be bath * Heir of all Things, bywhon 
alſo be made the Worlds, wer. 2: Is it not unaccountable 

( fay,) that the Words, His Son ybom be bath appoint 

ed Heir of all Things, ſhould be * of the mere Man, 

p. 155; and that the very next WUrds, & RAL, by whon 

ALSO he made the Worlds, ſhould relate to quite another 

erſon, p. 216; without any Hint of Tranſition, ani 
directly contrary to the Senſe of the Word, Ke!) 

And that the very next Words, ver. 3, VFVhbo bein 

(aTevyacua Tis Eng, M Kagan ms Vnordomus dl, of 

TY Tt ra , the Bri btneſs of bis Glory, and the ex 

eſs Image of bis Perſon, and upholding all Things by tht 

| Word of bis Power, ſhould again be ſpoken, of thy 
mere Man Jeſus Chriſt, p 173? $0 that the Apoſtle 

in Expreſſions which ſeem manifeſtly all along t 

concern one Perſon and but One, muſt be underſtoo 

to ſpeak of mere Man, and then of the Very God, and 
then of the mere Man again in one Breath, fo contuſec 

Ip, that any one who judges of the Meaning of 

n Place by conſidering its Conſtruction, cannot but 

miſtake ? We have another Inſtance of the ven 

ſame Confuſion, in the Dr's Interpretation of ver. 
and gtb. The Words; Thy Throxe, O God, is, © 

(as th Hebrew and Greek will naturally bear,) G. 

75 | the Support of Jr guts for ever and ever, a Sci 
tre of Righteouſneſs 75 the Sceptre of tby Kingdom; Thel 

Words are ur Hp ſays the Dr, fo be underſtood 

tho ſelf-exiſtent God, p. 31, 196: But then the ve 

sert Words, v. 9, Thou baft loved Righteous 
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hated Inigquity; therefore God, even thy God, hath mim 
ed La He. 1 f are meant of the mere Man, they 
relate to Cbriſts Humanity, p. 196, 32, 33, 34, 35-3 
and this without any th eff Hint of Tran 
from one Subject to another. 

Nor are theſe the only Places where Dr Bennet is 
forced to recur to theſe — and groundleſs Tran» 
ſitions. He finds himſelf under a Neceſſity of afficm. 
ing that the Words, (A. 1, 15, Vbo is in d opgry, 
z and mporbnx; aden xriowe;, the Image of the inwiſ- 
ble God, the firflrborn of every Creature, are ſpoken of 
a mere human Soul, Ot the Later of theſe Phraſes he 
treats, p. 89; Of Both together, p. 170, 10 
Chriſt's hxman Soul (it ſeems) is the Image of God, be- 
cauſe it did in old Times perſonate the divine Majeſty, 
and becauſe The MAN Chrift Jeſus does now exerciſe 
God's Dominion over the whole Creation. And he is the 
Firſt-born of every Creature, becauſe bis human Soul was + 
created before all other Creatures, and becauſe be is naw 
inflated in the actual Poſſeſion of the Ius Primogeniti. Yet 

che very next Words, zu iydvrs for by bim were all 
things created, axe to be underſtood of quite another 

' Perſon, even of the ſelf-exiftent God, p. 186. And 
chis again, without any the leaſt Hint of Tranſition. 
if Nay, and St Faul muſt give this too as a Reaſon: 
„EE | the human Soul] was the Image of the 1 
2 

? 

ea- 


God, the Firff-born of every Creature, in BECAU, 
(in or thro”) bim ¶ viz, by or thro the ſupreme God 
il all Things created. What a Reaſon is this; The 
Soul of Ebriſt is the Image of God, BECAUSE Gi 
Jed all Things ? Let any Man that bas a Taft of that Apo- 
Je's Str * Majeſty of tile upon other Occaſions, Judge 
whether be could upon thisjublime Argument write ſo unlike - 
binſelf; as the Dr ſays upon another Occaſion, p. 79. 
6thly. Dr Bennet 5 that The Man Grit Fife | 
4 90th aftually exerciſe maiguus Tis deem, the Fullneſs of 
the Godbead, Col. 2, 9, at preſent, in the moſt amp 
Mamer, as God's Vicegerent in bis Kingdim i the , 
F 4 Creation ; 


a | 


6729 
Creation, P. 172. ITis then no more than a nere hi- 
zan Soul, that ucw enjoys the ſubſe of divine Domi- 
nion; that at preſent is God's Vicegerent, the Governor 
of all created Beings, p. 17 1. Which if it be true; how 
much more juſt is the Socinian Hypotheſis, which ne- 
yer at all introduees a 98%s g70 uwnxavns,but acknowledges 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus capable of all Things, and actu - 
ally doing all Things? Is not That leſs irrational, 
than to imagine, %%% a Præetiſting Soul, then That 
Soul united to Somewhat which never influenced it at 
all during its State upon Earth; and then laſtly, this 
cp being again God's Vicegerent over the Uni- 
erſe. TY why 
d Laſtly, This Learned Writer contends, pag. 70, 
that the Words i wogpy 945 Undyyor, being. in the Form 
of, or perſonating God, and being lea 3:9 as God, ot 
(as we render the Phraſe) equal to God, Phil. 2, 6, 
are meant of the mere humane preexiſting Soul, p. 68, 
78; without any Union, as yet, to the %%, p. 65, 
g : And profeſſes himſelf amazed to think that this 
Expoſition bas net beer. untverſally given by all the Patron: 
of the Orthodox Doctrine of the Trinity, And yet tis 
fact, I believe, that it never was once given by any 
one Man, 1n any Age, from the Apoſtles to this Day; 
Nor, I am fully perſwaded, will ever be given by | 
Any One Man after him, | 55 


, 


' Theſe Difficulties, I think, are altdgether.inſupe- 
rable in Dr. Bennet's Scheme. But now if Chriſt, be- 


fore his Incarnation, was a Perſon of far ſuperior Dis: 


nity, as Dr. Clarke's Opinion is; if he was a divine 
Perſon, ſuperior to all, except the Father who ſent 
him; there are then no ſuch unaccountable Tranſit: 
ons from one Perſon to another, as Dr. B. is forced to 
conceive, without any the leaſt Hint or Ground from 
Scripture; nor indeed any difficulty at all in any ct 
ſtheſe Texts. For, © © | Re 


\ 
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DRONES. 4 4 k 
i J. Why is it not as poſſible, that the ſame Perſbn 
i Who is ſtiled the Angel of Gos Preſence, and by whom 
or Dr. Bennet allows that the World was governed from 

w tbe Beginning, and Mankind redeemed in the fulneſs 
e- Wot Time, ſhould be the inſtrumental Cauſe by whom 
es ¶ God formed the World at the Moſaick Creation; as 
u- that the Man Jeſus Chriſt ſhould be enatyaous 86 
al, Nc, oy acgriie ri 'uTordorws av]e, giguy' Ta va, the 
at Mſplendor of God's Glory, the expreſs Image of his Perſon or 
at — upholding all things, ( Þ, 4 eiter — 
nis Ito, be rendred in this Place, governing all things? p. 
ni- 153.) 2dh. Why could not the ſame Perſon, who 1s 
| Willowed to be Isele vd xliozas the firſt-born of 
70, every Creature, and to have bad Glory with God before the 
718 Norld was, p. 47, 87, 108 ; be Heby or through whom 
, Of I r av i be made alſo the World? 3. Why 
6, Imight- not eee fee, the Form of God, which Dr B. al- 
lows that Chriſt left at the Incarnation, include That 
Glory or Dignity which he had with the Father be- 
ore the World was, (which Glory, what was 1t but 
his Inſtrumentality in the Creation?) as well as That 
Glory which he had in the Space from the Creation to 
he Incarnation, p. 77, 78? Nay, St. Pan! argues ac» 
ordingly in that Paſſage to the Philippians ; extend- 
Ing ute bes the Form 7 God, to every thing in which 
hrift had acted as God, whether it were creating the 
World, or perſonating God afterwards, 4. When St. Paul 
-Miays, Eph. 3, 9, God created all things by Feſus Chriſt; 
Dig: is it not much more intelligible to underſtand 
vine that he did it by That Perſon, whom Dr. Bennet allows 
to have præexiſted before his Incarnation; nay, and 
Ito have had Glory with the Father before the World 
was; than that the Father created it by or through 
Vimſelf, or by or through bimſelf dwelling in Chriſt Feſus? 
y Cl ſay, By or Through; For fo tis in the Paſſages cited 
by Dr Benet, p. 164, 166, 181. How it happen'd that 
this Learned Author (not agreeably to his uſual Can- 
I. our) has never once taken notice of this, which — 
ee e " the 
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the Greek Fathers in all A r done, 
viz, that by and % ex the Inſtrumental. Cauſe 
2 through whom; I know not. But he has con. 
ntly confounded the Inffraumental with the Pramar 
or eficient Cauſe, in his way of Expreſſion ; (See pax, 
182, 188.) Nay, his Argument abſolutely require: 
this Confuſion. For he argues to this effect: Becauſe 
all things were made by the Word, and all things 
were made by the ſelfexiſtent or Very God, Theretore 
the Word is the one felfexiftent Being, p. 181, Cc, And 
what is ſtill leſs ſuitable to his uſual Fairneſs, he ſay: 
(5. 182,183) The Word created all Things: Which crea 
tion of all Things, had been conſtantly attributed to the On 
ſelfexiſtent Being in both the old and nem Teſtament, and 
was become the conſtant and known Character of the on 
felfexiftent Being: And, p. 182, 'Tis notorious{that th 
CHURCH COULD NOT but underſtand & 
John to mean, that the Vord is the one ſelfexiftent Being i = 
This I ſay, is ſo unſuitable to the Doctor's uſual Fair: 
neſs, that the direct contrary to theſe Aſſertions is 
known by every Learned Man to be true: The Di 
ſtinction of eficzent and inſtrumental Cauſe, has perpeti 
ally been made by the CHURCH; and Biſhop Bull ha 
at large ſhown, that the Church neyer did nor coul 
underſtand it as Dr. Bennet does. The Doctor product 
indeed (p. 187,) in favour of his Opinion, the Pal: 
ſage Rev. 4. 10, 11, Thou art worthy, O Lord, to tt 
ceive Glory and Honour and Power, for thou baſt createi 
all things, and for thy Pleaſure (qua 7% Sianue ox they art 
and were created. This he thinks applicable, as if ii 
were a like manner of ſpeaking to that in Fobn 1,3 
Whereas on the contrary, u 75 Seanud ov, for thy os 5 
Pleaſure, and whatever expreſſions are ſynonymouy gi, 
to this, are always applied to the Father; and the Sor Fo 
is never repreſented either in Scripture or Antiquit) tho 
as acting for his own, but his Father's PleaſureY Tit 
As that large Collection of Texts and Authorities dom 
made by Dr. Clarke in his Notes on the 36th Propoſ pity 
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tion, | nly demonſtrates. The One Text, which 
n whole New Teſtament has any La 
ance of Similitude to Dr. Benet s manner of ſpeaxi 

is, Heb. 1, 10, Thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt lait the 
Foundation of the Harth, and the Hegvens are the Works 
of thy Hands: But this is explained by the Apoſtle him- 
ſelf in ſuch a manner in this yery Chapter, as to re- 


move all p of Difficulty, Ver. 2, ai © v, By 
or Thrqugh whom alſo he made the World. 8 | 
I cannot ore but conclude, that That Perſon 


who præexiſted before his Incarnation, and was then 
made Fleſh, was not a mere human Soul, of the ſame 
Species with ours; but a much ſuperior Perſon, even 

whom St. Fobn calls The World, or Meſſenger of 


the Father, who was in the Beginning with God. 
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CHAP. 1X. 


Of the nzy& or Word mentioned by St. John. 
| Whether it was à real Perſon, the Perſon of 
our Saviou rpreexiſting befure bis Incarnation, 
or whether it means only ſomewhat (incertum 
quid) belonging to the Father, and ſu- 
peraddad to the Man Jeſus Chriſt at the Time 
of his Conception, 


' A nothing has led Men into more Miſtakes in 
their Notions of the Trinity, than wrong Ex- 
Prcaticns of the 1 Ch. of St. John's Goſpel; ſo none 
eem to have err d mote widely from the Point, than 
thoſe who have taken the Logos or Ford, not for the 
Title or Character of a Perſon, but for Reaſon or Viſ- 
dom in the Abſtract, Thele efe&ually deſtroy the Tri- 
"ty, by making it only a Trinity of Names. A — 


| C76) 
nity of Modes, is indeed nothing different from one 
of Names only. And a Trinity of Somewhats, which. 
together conſtitute the whole Divine Nature or Eſſence , 
each of which Somewhats are really diſtinct, p. 216, and 
yet each of them is The one ſelfexiſtent Being, P 
184, 197, 2253 and yet again, each of them is on if 
conflitutive of the ſelfexiſtent Being, p. 217; This is ſo 
far from having any foundation in Scripture,” and is 
ſo. wholly unintelligible, that I cannot but wonder 
how a Man of Dr, Bennet's Abilities eould fall into it. 
For, 1 {a eu 011, DYDEDC Sr 5 15 en An 
Firſt. According to Dr. B. the Vord was certainly 
not incarnate at all. nor was there any real Condeſcenſion 
in him; but (as the Dr. elſewhere expreſſes himſelf, 
. 143, ) only a Train of falſe Appearances: And this 
or the plain Reaſon which the Dr. himſelf aſſigns, 
(in the very Sentence before he ſays that the Word 
was certainly incarnate, P. 73,) viz, becauſe That Being, 
of which St. Paul affirms that twas i woppy 9:7 and #74 
987, and afterwards emptied and debaſed itſelf by Incarna- 
t19u,— was not the Word, if the Word be the very God, 
Now the Word being conceiv'd by him to be the very 
God, tis plain that the Vord did not empty or debaſe 
itſelf. Accordingly he contends, that That Text, Ph:l. 
2, 7, ixαν,ẽ iavror.| be emptied himſelf,] camiot be under- 
Food of the Word at all, p. 7482: Which yet, as! 
have already ſhewn, is certainly meant of the Logos 
or Vord; and never was underſtood otherwiſe by any 
Chriſtian Writer,but ſuch as whollydenied Chriſt's Prz- 


_ exiſtence. Now St. John ſaying expreſly that the Word 
vas made Fleſh, (not, an human Soul was made Pleſh ; ) 

and St. Paul aſſerting that Chrift, being rich, for our 
Jakes became poor, 2 Cor. 8, 10; and again, he emp- 
tied himſelf of the Glory he had; *Tis plain the Word 
muſt be a real Perſon, who did, as the Scriptures aſſure 
us, ſuch and ſuch perſonal Actions. 


Secondly, 


GP, 

Secondly, The Reaſon of the very Name 4iy ©, Word, 
is, in Dr. Hs way, altogether unaccountable - In Dr. 
Clarke's, tis eaſy and natural. He is 3:%%+y&, becauſe 
he does xiyer 3" he does, as Revealer, Law-giver , and 
Judge, Patris Voluntatem, Jus, Sententiam Dicere,] 
declare the Mill, ibe Laps, the Sentencs of bis Father. 
From the Beginning he did declare and reveal the 
Father's Vill. Dr. B. indeed decries this, p. 242; and 
ſays, It does not appear that the Word was from the Be- 
grinning the Revealer of, God's Will to the World. And 
p. 72, he raiſes a Cavil from St Peter's aſſerting, that 
Chriſt went and preached to the Spirits in Priſon in the 
days of Noah, by the Spirit, 1 Pet. 25 18,1 9, 20. From 
which Text he endeavours to infer, that, not the Word, 
but a mere Humane Soul, was in Antient times the Re- 
'vealer of God's Will. But his Argument from that 
Text, I have already anſwered above, Ch. III. On 
the other ſide; that the Word really was an Intelligent 
Agent or Perſon, called by That Title on account of 
his Revealing the Will of God from the Beginning; 
appears, not only from the natural fignification of the 
Term itſelf, but alſo from the adual Uſe of it in that 
Senſe, among the moft Ancient Writers. Philo, p. yr, 
ſpeaks of him thus: 0 A? Js 77 985 d regdte may)og 
ion 7% x00 us, 4 Tgecb51e\©-- To de yeyor, The Logos, 
The Word of God, is above all the World, and the moſt 
Antient of all things that were produced. And in the 
fame Page, he mentions 7% «4a 3; ion xiy@, the 
Angel who js the Word + And again, 7% ay; N 
aut, bis Angels and Words: And again, % 4s d 
Y abyer, by bis Angels and Words, ibid. Lib. 2, Allego- 
riarum. [Like to which, is that expreſſion in the firſt 
Book of Efdras, ch. 1, 24; The Words of the Lord, . 
avyor 72 ki le, roſe up againſt Iſrael.] In his Book de 
Sommit, p. 455, he gives to Angels in general the 


Name of xiy5 : Not, ſays he, that God, who knows all 
things before-hand, ſtands in need of Any that ſhould ſhow 
bim am thing, [He is ſpeaking of Angels, who 7s 
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1 5 gs 
7 be inixeAtt ons Tois iets, It ror dub lat 
15 dp ua , — 5 Conpmands 4 the Huber to 
' bis Children, and the Neceſſities of the Children to the Fa. 
ther; | but, #74 Tols innit weir ce, des ra v 
aal liſdis A xtN D becauſe tis good for us Mortals to 
make uſe of Words (i. e. Angels) as Mediators and Arbiter: : 
In oppoſition to which corrupt Judaical Notion, St 
Faul declares, that to us Chriſtians there is but OE 
Mediator, In the ſame Book, p. 463, He ſays, the WW. 
World is God's Temple, in & & deyroguus & mpoltyor@ di f 
Tv 960 17, in which bis firſt begotten divine Word 
is High Frieſt. Now Philo being a Writer of the fame ; 
Age, tho” he is not a Rule, to interpret St Jobn, yet , 
he ſhows how in all probability, and by halogy, “ 
Chriſtians would in Thoſe days underſtand the ſacred 
Writers, when they ftiled our Savions & n The 
Vord. They muſt needs underſtand That Term of a real 
Perſon. Nor cou'd any one poſſibly conceive otherwiſe, 
Who compared Mal. 3, 1, in the LXX, with Gal, 4, 
14; Behold, (ſays the Prophet) I ſend my Angel 
an] the Lord whout ſeek; Ball cont ito bir ome. Tonk 
dle; and the Angel of the Covenant, whom ye deſire, Te 
receiv'd me, ({ays the Apa) as the Angel 
God, as Chriſt Feſus. In the ſame manner alſo Fuſs 
Martyr, p. 258, Adpoy nartou, di x; Td; macs Ts alc; 
dunkas piper Tels 4rbeamror,, They call him | Chriſt] the Word, 
becauſe be bringsDiſcourſes (Declarations or Commands) 
from the Father to Men. I am ſenſible that Fuſtin is 
here ſpeaking of the Opinion of Others: But this is de 
not one of the Particulars wherein he differs from 
them: As is moſt evident through his whole Book, 
and particularly from a Paſſage in his Second Apology, II. 
p. 67, ei dd h ils ae Tir Lend 717i N. 
oa, de ex des A&youer abyoy Jed, — x A 70 deo uu | 
reis Toy Eg abyey Toy angg $88 dytxlinv- atyuor ; If 
* we ſay that the Word was in a peculiar manney begotten f . 
God, and not in the way that other things are; this wou'd : 
bs but the ſame thing as you your ſelves teach, * | 
er- 


Sa” 


SETS. ER 
Mercury the Word which zarries Meſſages from God. 
hich laſt Words by the way, [reis 7 Epunr, &c; 
bo call Mercury, &c.] on Wich the whole Streſs lies, 
re omitted by Biſhop Bull in citing this Paſſage, 
ef. 2. cap. 4. Y 2. Thus too Irexexs, lib. 2, c. 55, 
Pater Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, per verbum ſuum, 
qui eſt Filius ejus, per Eum revelatur & manifeſtatur 
omnibus, quibus revelatur: Cognoſcunt enim eum hi, 
* revelaverit Filius; — Angelis & Archange- 
is, & Poteſtatibus, & Virtutibus, & omnibus Ho- 
minibus: The Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſt 
revealed and made manifeſt to all to whom be is reveal- 
et d, by bis Word, who is bis Son. For They know bim, 
5) Wo whomſoever the Son reveals bim, — to Angels, and 
(rchangels, and Principalities and Powers, and to all 
be Pin. Thus likewiſe, to cite no more Athanaſius, 
ontra gentes; aby®; ſays he, — 77 dare Tales Es- 
reds Y A, The Word, who is the Interpreter and 
ngel of bis Father. As therefore St. Faul. 1 Cor. 1, 24, 
ls Chriſt The Power and Wiſdom of God, ſo St. Fob 
tiles him The Word of God: Neither of them in the 
Mract, but concrete Senſe, And this likewiſe is the 
neaning of that expreſſion, John 1. 18, &y bis 7% «ba- 
, admitted, received INTO, the Father's Boſom, 
$ his Great Bei], or Comſellor, If. 9, 6; knowing 
be Father's Will ſo as no one elſe does, in order to 
eveal it, Matt. 11 
ingularly, would flin have That Text in Fobn 1, 18, 
be underſtood of Chriſt's State after the Incarnation: 
ut it certainly means Before it: For it relates to the 
owers and Abilities he had to declare the Will of God, 
hich he did both before and when he was made Man. 
Ind here I can't but obſerve that the Words are, i 
uo, Into (not In) the Boſom of the Father, Which 
wo though Dr B. confounds, p. 69, 86; yet Dr 
lar be has ſhown (againſt Mr. Nelſon's Friend, 5.750 
at */5 and d cannot be ſo confounded. To the In- 
ces by him alledged, I add: 6s ö. * 


27. Dr B. indeed, p. 121, verrxr 


(30 J 
(in hom my Soul is well plraſed,) is literally, On vbom 
my Aﬀedion is placed: And, big e av, Mark 13, 16, N 
(be that is in the Field) literally means, is gone into the 
Field. Nor (I believe with Dr Clarke) is ou, Word e- 
ver put for another, in any Language; As any Man! 
may fee, by trying it in his own native Language. 
But this by the way. Now, as the Phraſe, iis ιαe , 
r ele, being in (or received into) the Boſom of the. 
Father, Joh. 1, 18; ſo likewiſe That other Phraſe, the! 
Son of Man which is in Heaven, Joh. 3, 13, 1ignificl 
knowing and having commiſſion to declare the Fathers & 
Will, including alſo Authority and a Power of Fudgny Ml is 
For 6 «ity &, in this Place, compared with Matt. th 
24, 30, certainly means and refers to (what Dr Clark w 
ſeems to have miſſed) Him who is deſcribed Dan. ); ar 
12,14, 1 ſaw— and bebold; one like the Son of Man cam 
with the Clouds of Heaven, and. came to the Antient « 
days, — and there was given him Dominion and Glory 
and a Kingdom, c. K | | 

To proceed therefore. With regard particularly tc 
this Power of Fudging, and giving Sentence, and ext 
cuting the Sentence, He is ſtiled ? The Word, Rev 
19, 13, (which Paſſage you cite, pag. 170; ) ſmitny 
with the Sword of his Mouth, ver. 15 and 21. Out of Pe 
bis Mouth went a ſharp two-edged' Sword, ch. 1, 16  ; 
ch. 2. 16. and Heb, 4, 12. and Iſaiab , 4. In whictY 50 
laſt Text, the Rod of his Mouth, is, in the LXX, aMfithe 
Ts gi © avis, with the Word of Vis Mouth. © cha 
If weſuppoſe now our Saviour to be a real Perſonfff hi 
thus diſcovering the Will of God, and executWeye: 
judgment and Juſtice upon Mankind, *tis very natither 
ral and eaſy to account for his Name; The a3Y& bein 
Word : Which is altogether unintelligible upon Dr Et 
Scheme: And indeed the Præexiſting humane Soul wa the 


the 9 and ought to have been fo tiled, if ti But 


Learned Author's Notion was true. tend 
Thirdly. St Johns Expreſſion,  cþ- 1. 1. that not 
Word was 7&s beo, (not ir de;) that he was apuſeall' 


* 


a 
whs proſe with Goll; ſhows that the Word was tot 
ſomething - conſtitutive of al eſſential to God the Fas 
ther, but that he was al din Perſon, Eſpe- 
cially ſeeing the Apoſtle Fepeats again this and other 
Perſonal Characters, ver. 2, 2, The ſame was in the Be- 
ginning with (was preſent with) God; All things were 
made By (or Through] bim. Ver. 14, be was IS Fleſh, 
ark Tes. And ver. 11, He canie into his own, dis r 
His 1X94; compared with Dau. 12, 1. Nor is that 
Objection which Dr B. has ſtarted, p. 150, of any 
force; ' vix, that Cd e Eternal Life, 1 Fob. 1, 2; 
WW is faid to have been rei, F rates, [apnd,] preſent with 
Ide Father: For the Life there mentioned, is Chriſt, 
whom the Apoſtle declares to have heen with God, 
and to have been made manifeft to us. 

Fourthly. The Words, ver. 3, 47 dm v iy vile, 
(hot only h were created, hut, 2e, all things 
were tranſacted by him all aloig from the Beginniug; ma- 
nifeſtly ſhow the 265 to have been the ſame Perſon 


bs the Angel of God's Preſence. 6.4 
To examine now the Proofs which Dr Bennet brings 
for bis Notion ;, vis. that the Ford is ſomething eſſential 
tin to and conflitutive of the very God, and not a real diffin# 
Perſon. © And here, 1 A er 
Firſt; His great Proof from thoſe Words of St. 
Fobn, ch. 1, 1, The Word bar God, is very weak. For 
the thing he has endeavoured to prove, is, p. 18 2, 190g 
chat the #5 ed, with whom the Vord was, and the 963% 
of which is the Word, mean the fame Individual; which 
even upon his o Hypotheſis, it cannot do. For 
then either, if 8 Se be the Father of Chriſt, the 4679. 
being bede, muſt be the Father too; or, if 5 Se, be the 
Father including the Word and Spirit, the x*y& being 
Ihe ſame Individual, muft include the Trinity too. 
But to paſs by this. The 4r ment urged by this reve- 
tend Author, to prove that the Word is the very God, and 
not a real Perſon diſtinct from the Father, is his being 
IId 34% God, Now if * Angel in the Old Teſta- 
| | | ment, 


hat 
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ment, (whom the Dr ſuppoſes to be the præexiſting Soul 
of Chriſt, ) couftantly ſpake in the name ot God, or 
perſonated Ged, (as he s too,) and was (p. 68) 
& ores Us in the {0 of God, was That uiſcble Perſon 
who is There conſtantly tiled God, (and particularly 
Zech. 3; 1, 2, N with Jude 9, where the ſame 
Fr ſon is expreſly ſtiled both The Angel of the Lord, and 
Jehovab; Then why might not St. John ſay of him 
allo, in the very ſame Senſe of his N God, 
ri nv G, that he WAS That viſible erſon who had 
appeared in the Name, and under that Character of 
GOD, and Y & milo. tytvero by m all things had 
been traxſafted from the Beginning? Either therefore 
The Word may be a real Perſon, diſtinct from che 
very God with whom he was; or elſe the præexiſting 
Scul of Chriſt, who is call'd God in the Old Teſta- 
ment, may, by the ſame way of arguing that the Dr 
has uſed, be proved to be the very Gd. 
Secondly. The Text from St. Paul, 1 Tim. 2, 5, There 
is One God, and One Mediator between God and Men, the 
Man 24 Fefus; alledged, pag. 191, to prove that the 
Word is the very God; 1s directly againſt the Dr. For 
if the Perfon mediated to, be the Perfon of the Fas 
ther only, (as St. Jobn aſſures us, 1 Job. 2, 1, Ve haut 
an Advocate with the Father, Jeſus. Chriſt;) then the 
One Gad here. cannot include the Word, unleſs. the 
Word be the Father,  _. 1 7 

Thirdly. His next Text is, Heb. 1, 10, Thou, Lord, be 
in the. beginning baſt laid the foundations of the Earth, and 
the Heavens are the Works of thy Hands. But the mean: 
ing of this, has been above conſidered already. 

Theſe are the onlyPaſlages produced by Dr. Beret in 
That Chapter, in which he attempts to prove the Wordt0 
be the very God, But becauſe he has in other Places in-. 
terſperſed Texts of Scripture, which he judges to maleſei 
for this purpoſe; I ſhall conſider Them too, after h#}yen 
ving obſerved that he no where mentions Rom. 9, „e g 
Who is over all, God bleſſed for ever ; Nor 1 Job. 5, 2 n th 


I C83 ) 
This is the true God, ud eternal Life : Net 48; 20, 38, 
To feed the Chnxch of God, which he bath purchaſed with 
bis own Blood: Nor, laſtiy That remarkable Paſſage, 
1 Jobn 5, 7, There are thres that bear HKecord in Heas 
ven, the Fatber, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and 
theſe three are one. I doubt not but he omitted the 
three firſt of theſe Texts, as knowing they wou d not 
make for his purpoſe ; and the Laff, as being fully 
convinced that it is Spurioud, _ 1 
27 50 oY ihe” Rip 2, a6 God was 
feſt in t „Jufliſſed in t mit, ſeen of Angels; 
bad ¶ preached unte the Gentiles, believed ad in the V . 
ore N ceived up into Glory; he has cited no leſs than Six 
che times, p. 3 » 78, 164, 165, 189, 190; and frequent- 


ing ly argues from it, without ever once taking the leaſt 
ſta- WNotice, (which is not agreeable to his uſual Candor) 


that tis certainly corrupt: The Word v:05 God, being 
not cited by any Greek Writer before the 5th, per- 
aps not before the 6th Century. For tho it is in the 
ext of ſome Greek Fathers, yet their Comment ſhews 
It to be corrupt. The two Places cited by Dr Mills, in 
is Appendix, in favour of the modern Reading, are, 
ne of them out of a piece of Atbanaſut, acknows- 
edged to be ſpurious : And the Other out of Fuftixt 
artyr, proves directly the .contrary to what he 
rings it for; ſhewing clearly that beds was not in 
he Text. But neither This Text being urged for 
de preſent purpoſe, I paſs to ; 
Heb. 1, 1 ry 2 is fo. =_ — — 
Sceptre hteouſneſs is the Sceptre of thy Kin: dom, 
) 116 T. 9 thinks, relates to the Divini- 
| of Chrift ; and that, being ſpoken by the Pfalmiſt 
f the ſelf-exiſtent God, it ſhews the Son of God or the 
es 1B; & muſt be the ſelfexiſtent God, But this Paſſage 
ing ſpoken of One, whom (in the next Verſe) God 
er ha ver He God, had exalted ; tis evident that God in 
9, „e 8th Verſe, can't · mean the ſame Perſon with God 
1 Tt n the th, ſince One God of the other. ny | 
| 2 __ 
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(C4) 
take Notice here, that both the Greek and Hebrew wil 
bear another Rendring, very commonly taken Notice f 
of by Interpreters; Gad is | the Support of | th: 
Throne for ever and ever, &c, Which entirely takes a- 
way the Obj&jon. | Hog / 

John 20, 28, My Lord and my God; is cited by the t 
Dr, p. 150, as implying that Chriſt is there aſſerted to a 
be the very God, But upon his own Principles, this I tt 
Paſſage can do him no Service. For he acknowledge ll t 
in the very preceding Page that we have no Proof, (no, A 
not even from his Raiſing bimſelf to Life,) that eve ] 
the Mord exerted elf before Chrift's Aſcenſion. Te w 
we find St Thomas ſtiles him God, even before his Ab 
cenſion. To prevent this Difficulty ; he Preſume 
p. 150, that now was the Time in which our Saviout 

did reveal to his Apoſtles bis divine Nature, and the Ex 

cellency of bisPerſon, And indeed this is but Preſumin 

without offering any Colour of Reaſon. For we fin 
no Footſteps of any ſuch Thing Now, more than h. 
fore, excepting This only, That he now declares - 

Per to be given him in Heaven and in Earth, Whic 

yet the Dr underſtands of his human Nature. Wh 
Ground therefore is there for the following Aſſertio 

P. 262, Chrift is not called our God in Scripture upon « 
other Account, bit that of bis Divine Nature the Wor 
being perſonally mited to the human Nature? Wh 

Ground (I ſay) is there for this, if St. Thomas call. 

him, my (od, without knowing any Thing of his de: 

Nature, That not being yet revealed? _ Me 

There remains, I think, but one Argument more t 

be conſidered upon this Head; viz. that if the aiy9 

in St John means a real P:rſon, there will then be 1: 


Gods. But this deſerves to be conſidered diſtinctly cene 
its proper Place; Ch. 12. Cre 
And now when I look back upon the Whole Aten 
what this learned Author has ſaid on this Head, ge: 
cannot but p-ofeſs my ſelf aſtoniſhed to find him Te 
his Preface declaring himſelf Sie, that the Conlvſtion 


ſtanußhet 


4K Chriſt, he has f. 


i the inviſible God 


U . 
F 
ſtantial Divinity of our Lord is ſo 2 taught in Scrip- 
ture, that he wou'd admit any Hypotheſis, provided it were 
barely poſſible, rather than deny it: And again, p. 74, 
That the Evidence of that Truth (viz. that the Word 1s 
the very God) is % great, that It obliges us to admit any 
re Expoſition, than ſuch a one as aſſerts that 
the Word is inferior to the very God: And p. 11), that 
the great Myſtery of the Union of the divine and human 
Natures is ſo fully revealed to us in the Holy Scriptures, 
I fay, I cannot but be amazed at theſe. Proſeilio s, 
when I find that throughout Dr Pemnet's whole Book, 
there is not one Word ſaid by him, but what entirely 
takes away the Notion of Conſubſtantiality. What He 
(in bis Scheme) the Divinity and divine Nature of 

ed wholly indeed upon that ſingle 

And yet, by affirming that Chriſt 

appeared iv Heer 357, perſo- 
he has ſhiewn planly how 
That Text of St Fobn way very naturally be otherwiſe 
interpreted; and in what Senſe the Evangelift alſo, as 
well as the old Teffament, might ſtile him d: : And 
by this Means he gives up his whole Scheme. But 
ſuppoſing the Text to be underſtood never ſo much in 
Dr. Bennet's own Way, yet he ſo interprets it, as evident- 
y to make the aiy&, not zu- conſubſtantial, but 


Text, Fobn 1, 1. 
in his præexiſtent Sta 


ont or here. identical with the Father. I re- 


fer the Reader to Bp, Bull, or Dr Cudworth, for the 
Meaning of zu; it being beyond Diſpute pro- 


Ned by them to ſignify, not Identity, but Conſubftanti- 


1 ity. But Dr B. by His Scheme, has made the 265 
identical with the Father, directly contrary to the Ni- 
cene Creed. Nor doth he at all make him (as that 
Creed does) bebe ix bes God of God, or the only begot- 
ten Son of God, or begotten of the Father before all A- 
res or Worlds, For tho' in Words he freely grants the 
Truth of what our Divines uſually call the eternal Genera- 


oni tion of the Word or divine Nature of our Lord, p. 1623 
tanupet in Truth he denies it, by 9 taking away all 


- 
- 
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(86) 
the Proofs, and by denyin e our Saviour to 
have been the Son of God before his Incarnation, and 
by making him indeed nothing but a mere Man in 
and by whom God the Father manifeſted his Power. 

I grant that this Reverend Author, p. 217, en- 
deavours to account for the eternal Generation of the 
Word. But he does it in ſuch Terms, as are altoge: 
ther inconſiſtent both with Conſu*ſtantiality, and alſo 
(as it ſeems to Me) with common Senſe. 4s for the 
eternal Generation of the Word, ſays he ; Becauſe the 
Word ſubſiſts eternally (becauſe neceſſarily) in God, not a 
a diſtin Being from God. but as one and the ſame Being 
with God; and becauſe God (or That which, beſides the 
ord and the Spri uin God or eſſential to God) js all i 
fo as that the Word is bis, and be ii 10 
not the Mord 's ; therefore we think - that = ſo MUCH I: 
of the divine Nature or Eſſence, as is not by any mor- F. 
particu'ar N me diſtinguiſhed in Scripture from the Word 
and the Spirit, and which is Boks! us as Prior in Or. 7 
der of Conſideration to hoth the Word and the Spirit, i 
very properly term d the eternal Father of the Word. 
Now what 1s This, but to maintain that the Son is od 
eG- Tc Saxe only a Part, SO MUCH of the 


BEM 


| nbſtance of God ? The very Notion of Marcellus; E 
Who, Ts tvog Ss To utv m1 mer22% d, T6 & vid 05 


Ge ow Dr Tire Fol xv fy K Tw, called 80 No 
MUCH of the one God, the Father, and SO MUCH. 
the Son, as if God was a Sort of compound Subſtance : 0 
Euſebius, Eccles. Theol. I. 1, 6. 5. A Notion fo ve * 
ry irrational in Euſebius's Opinion, that he ſcruple 
not to ſay, mow De,. A; F Era. del P. 


* ie ks mxrioa nel vide, — h + Guru viom * 
boo x0aTY EoxCeM ov duo co ; Blow much better thai 
is even the Few, not dividing the One God into-Father an 2 


don; vor introducing, as did Sabellius, the ſan 
individual as being both Father and Son? ibid. Indes 
*twas in 45 8 to this particular Notion, that 

ſebius wrote his Books againſt Marcelius, and tho 


(87) 

about the. Notion taught bytbe Chriſtian Church concern- 
ing . 80 * * he — thinking — Doctrine 
agreeable to eaning of ougsnQg- conjubſtantial, 
n s ſettled by the Council of Nice. I 


Pa „* PAY ä 


CH 
Of Dr Bennet's Notion of the Quieſcence of 
. _ the N, / Word. 


ſider what Principles the Dr here allows or takes for 
granted, that we may the better judge of. his Per- 
ſormance in this Point. 1f. He ſuppoſes the” Word 
not to be a real Perſon, but (in Enſelius's Phraſe) 

Tn ww 7, Something (incertum quid) belonging to 
God, p. 217. 2dly, He ſuppoſes this Word, not to be 
ue pts Chriſt, all the Time that our Lord appear- 


Teſtargent ; but that, when bis Soul voluntarily beca 


Creator of the Umverſe, p. 84; and in p. 65, the ſame 
Notion thrice occurs. 3dly, He ſuppoſes, that from the 
Time of our Lord's Incarnation, even to his Aſcen- 
Ion, the Word was quieſcent; Ve baving no Proof 

that the Word exerted bimſelf before Chrift's Aſcenſion, 
Ip. 149. Laſtly; he ſuppoſes, that after his Reſurrec- 
tion, all Power in Heaven and Earth was given to bim 
that roſe from the Dead, i. e. to the Man Jeſus Chriſt, 


Ice buman Nature only being reſpected in the Exalta- 

ion, (p. 29, 28, compared together.) 

t Theſe Things being ſuppoſed, tis very natural 

tho lere to Enquire, if, When 93 did the Ad 14 
1 G 4 " 


$ this Notion, in the Manner 'tis here dreſs d up, 
YL ſeems entirely New; 'twill be neceſſary to con- 


ed as the Angel of God's Preſence under the — 


ö hacarnate, 'twas then] united to the Word it ſelf, tbe 


or, as the Dr expreſſes it, to his Humane Nature only, 


\ 
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(88 ) 
aft? Twas only the hyman Nature of Chriſt that ſuf: 
ered, and that afed : The Word, notwithſtanding the 
perſonal Union, did forbear to communicate his extraordi- 
vai Influences to our Saviour, more than to other Mortals ion 
who are not perſonally united to the Word, 7 125. In 
what Senſe then is this a perſonal Union ? Or is it not 
merely a Fiction, to imagine perſonal Union without 
any I fe&#s of ſuch an Union? 2dly. "Twas the Man 
Jeſus Chriſt that fuffered, that died, that was exalted, Nase 
that ſhall be our judge, and js at preſent our Mediator, s 
. 29. Jo him that is at preſent onr Mediator, we are Ma 
requared to give religious Adoration: ibid. *Twas the that 
Man that receiv'd all Fower in Heaven and jn Earth, 
p. 26 3 and was enabled by God to beflow bis Bleſſings up- 
on bis Church, p. 25. The Human Nature only, was 
made the Vicegerent of the very God over all created Be- 
inge, p. 26. Now of what Uſe then was this Union, 
without ſo much as one Inſtance of Aing in all the nie 
Affair of Redemption? The Man Jeſus Chriſt does IH 
every 'Thirg : mediates, intercedes, will judge, is ens · Inne 
bled to raiſe the Dead, p. 114. To what Endl then 
was the Union? Or hew comes it, that in this par- Ire, 
ticular Inftance God makes Uſe of two Perſons uni- 
ted, to accompliſh that which all along is»perfof tra 
formed by One only. 2dly, Dr B's Notion is exact 
the ſame as Cæriuthus s; except that the Latter ſuppoꝰ . 
ſed the Ay @- to come upon Jeſus at his Baptiſn ef 
the Former at his Conception; and that Cerintbus ſup - Nei: 
poſed it was ſometimes, Dr Bennet thinks it bigbhM/ 
probable that it was totally, quieſcent during the Miniſi in 
p. 1464 tho' he will not poſittvely determine whethe 
it was only ſometimes or always quieſcent during that 
Space: ibid. You find Iraneus's Account of Cerinthu 
I. 1, c. 25; Poft Baptiſmm deſcendiſſe in eum, ( briſ 
tum - in fine autem vc volaſſe iterum Chriſlum de Teſu 
© Teſum paſſum eſſe & reſurrexiſſe; Chriſtum autem in voii 


a 
Eq 1 
is 


— perſeveraſſe. ' After bis Baptiſm, Chriſt deſceniſcł 


p 
ed npon him ʒ at laſt, Chrift withdrew again from FeſuSs t 
A v Hoh: © dE. R | au. 
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70 u Jeſus ſuffered and roſe again; hut Chriſt remained 
% Wnpaſkble. ben | 
dir 215 only Authority, upon which Dr Bexnet's No- 
als Ition and Language upon this Head is built, is a ſin- 
In Ile Place of Iraneus, I. 3, c. 21. Go me he idle 
5, Ivo NI , STO Kol ASYQp, i Acfο n her- 
Core pry , ww Tal wart D, Kel GT. 
Ht ot, Saver Kel dmIvioran, ayyivoptrs d ap) 
ered oe ty TH M nal Umparen, rol yeurturo Ju 
jel aviSeo Io nol Rvxneupearic % For as be was 
Man, that he might be tempted ; ſo was be the Word, 
hat be might be glorified : The Word indeed acquieſcing 


1th, Nrben be was tempted, diſgraced, crucified and dying; but 
up- Naſſting the Man in conquering, &c. Now ſo it happens, 
was | 


that this very Paſlage 1s. plainly againſt Dr Bennet s 
Notion; becauſe it ſuppoſes the Word not to be con- 
fantly nor, generally nor at all (in Dr Bennet's Senſe) 
quieſcent, but only Tallin, N conti in all the 
Humiliation-Part, and exerting itſelf continually © 7 
ma in all the victorious Part. of our Lord's Life. 

The Queſtion is not, in the preſent Diſpute, whether 
"Mireneus's Opinion was 7ight or not, But fince this 
earned Author has built ſo much upon it, I will 
tranſcribe ſome Paſſages, from whence twill evident- 
ly appear how much That Father differs from Him. 
ppo fo N- 7Þ ver, orvf tyreme val mri fer, The Word 
of God was made Fleſh, and ſuffered : lib. 1, c. 4. Non 
Vim Chrifus tunc deſcendit in Ieſum; neq; alius quidem Chri- 
us, alius vero Jeſus , fed Verbum Dei, qui eft Salvator om- 
Mun, & Dominator Celi & Terre, qui eft Ieſus, qui & 
her amt carnem, & undus eft a Potre Spiritu, Teſus Chriſtus 
aus eft. For Chriftidid not then deſcend yon Feſws, nor was 
44 one | Perſon | and Feſus another; But the Word of 
God, who is the Saviour of all, and the Ruler of Heaven 
and Earth, who is Jeſus, who alſo took Fleſh, and was a- 
winted with the Spirit from the Father, was made Feſus 


ſcent{@rift, I. 1. 2, c. 10. In the next Chapter, he tells 
Jeſuſſu that St Jobn intending by his Goſpel to root = the 
* ere- 


( go ) 
Hereſy of Cerinthus and the Nicolaitans, did not pres 


ch 

Cbriſtum (quem & impaſſibilem perſeveraſſe) deſcendenten 

in Ieſum; that Chriſt (who continued impe ſſible) deſcent 

ed upon Feſus. And again, Salvatorem non mcarnatum, 
a 


eq; paſſum, impaſſibilem exiſfentem: They, Cerinthuy 
and his Followers, pretend our Saviour 22 to bai 
been made Fleſh, nor to have ſuffered, being impaſſible. 
Irenaus goes on: Secmdum nullam Sententiam Heret: 
corum, Verbum Dei Caro factum eft ; fi enim quis regula 
pr omnium perſcrutetur, inveniet quoniam ſine car 
impaſſibilis ab omnibus illis inducitur Verbum Dei 
According to no Scheme of the Hereticks, is the Word 
made Fleſh ;* For if any one examines carefully their 
Rules, he will find that the Word of God is introduced | 
all of them, as without Fleſh, and impaſſible, And if 
terwards again in the ſame Chapter he cenſures them 
qui ſeparant mn a Chriſto, & impaſſibilem perſeveraſi 
Chriftum, paſſum vero leſum dicunt , who ſeparate Jeſu 
from Chriſt, and ſay that ws 6 continued impaſſible, but 
Feſus ſuffered. So again, I. 3, c. 12, The Apoſtles 
did not preach, alterum quidem paſſum & reſurgenten ct. 
 Chriftum, alterum vero qui——impaſpbilis perſeveravenit;l,,. 
One Chriſt who ſuffered and roſe again, and another f , 
who continued impaſſible. L. 3. c. 17, He blames 7 
ſuch, as aſſerted Chriſt, putative paſſum, naturaliter < 
impaſtbilem exiſtentem; to have ſuffered by Imputation, i 
being naturally impaſfible. Book the Third, ch. the thi 
1816, contains Abundanceof Paſſages to this Purpoſe | 
Ex Virgine natum Filium Dei, & hunc ipſum eſſe Salvato- I , 1 
rem Chriſtum, quem Prophets pradicaverunt ; non, ſcu per] 
eh dicunt, Ieſum quidem ipſum eſſe qui ex Maria ft natus, I: = 
lum veri qui deſuper deſcendit : i. e. Manifefily ſhewin 72 


that the Son of God was born of a Virgin, and that this ven 

Perſon was Chriſt the Saviour, whom the Prophets fore the 

told; and not, as the Hereticks ſay, that Jeſus was be who viſt 

vas born of Mary, and Chr who deſcended fron 5 f 

above. And again: Non ergo alterum Filium Homini f put 

novit Evangelium, niſ bunc qui ex Maria, qui e. 13 
| | 275 


C 91 ) 
: Sed meg; (Oy ies ante Paſionem ab Jeſu, 
ed bunc qu1 natus eff Teſum Chriffum novit Dei Filium, 
& emndem bunc paſſum reſurrexiſſe : The Goſpel knows no 
ctber Son of Man, than him who was [born] of Mary, 
who alſo ſuffered; Nor doth it mention Chriſt withdrawing 
rom Feſus before the Paſſion, but it teaches us that He 
pho was born, even Feſus Chriſt, is the Son of God; and 
bat this very ſame ¶ Ter Jon] having ſuffered, roſe again. He 
ells us that theſe Things were written, John 20, 2 L, pro- 
videns blaſpbemas regulas qua diuidunt Domimm quant ian 
ex ipjs att inet, ex altera & altera Subſlantia dicentes eum 
atum : Foreſeeing the blaſpbemous Rules of thoſe who di- 
vide our Lord, as much as in them lies; ſaying, that be 
yas compounded of two Subflances. And more clearly 
ſtill a little after: Chriſt Jeſusour Lord,pwiſibilis viſibulis - 
aus, & incomprebenfibilis factus comprebenſibilts, & im- 
uſihilis paiſibilis, & Verbum Homo : Being inviſible be was 
made viſible, being incomprehenſible Apt made com- 
prehenſible, being impaſſible he was made puſſible, and be- 
mg the Word he was made Man. Aſterwards he quotes 
St. Faul, and ſays; Neſcit eum quievolavit Chriſtum ab Teſu, 
"Weg; eum novit Salvatoremqui ſurſum eft, quem impaſſibilem 
dicunt : Hel Panl |karowsnot That Chriftwhich withdrew from 
Feſus, nor did be know That Saviour who came | downupon 
15 from above, whom they ſay to have been impaſſi- 
h le. I might cite ſeveral other the like Paſſages from 
Oe this Chapter. And indeed, thro all his Bocks, Ire- 
xeus is continually bearing hard upon thoſe Hereticks, 
who ſepardtim 72 intelligentes tanquamimpathbilem 


fie perſeverantem, & ſeparatim cum qui paſſus eſt Ieſum; Who 
confidered Chrift ſeparately as continuing impaſſible; and 
WER Feſus ſeparately, as ſiffering, Ii. 4. c. 4. And he declares, 
ny L.'4, c. 16, that All who knew the Lord, receiv'd 
for?" the Revelation ab ipſo Tilo, qui in noviſimis Temporitns 
- | viſbils & paſlibilis of fads; from the Son bimſelf, who 
en in the laſt Times was made vifible and paſſible. I Il add 
aſs but one Paſſage more from this Book, c. 41: There 
in but one God, who is above—-every Name that is 
ned, & buyus Verbum, naturaliter quidem inviſilile, 
| a vijtbz,9m 
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viſbilem palpabilem in hominis Ft & uſque ai 
mortem deſcendiſſe; and his Word, which naturally i- 01 
deed is inviſible, but was made viſible and tangibile « 
mong ft Men, and condeſcended even to Death. Laſtly, E 
J. 5, c. 18, He tells us that he has ſhewn at large, m 
le Verbum Dei incarnatum ſufpenſum eff Juger Lignun, a1 
that the Word of God being made Fleſh, was hanged upon c 

the Croſs. And again; Caro fatum eft Verbum, & peWt 
pendit ſuper lignum; The Ward was made Fleſb, and hang: 
ed . the Croſs. ibid. ant Wb. 

To theſe and many other Places in Irenaus, let me 
add a Paſſage or two ſrom Fuftin Martyr, Dial. cun 
Trypho. p. 33 1. Where, ſpeaking concerning Chriſt 
Agony, he ſays;6n&s i νẽ 671 6 muThe tr £ouT# yu 
nei & Toislois re eAubas yeyorerar i huds ft 
era. N hy Mywputs $1 ie, TE Ges vid wv, ou 
| avſehauCartlo T&v yEvoutvor , ouuCavoar gue} : That 
we might know that the Father will'd bis Som really to 


undergo theſe Sufferin s for us ; and that we ſhou'd wat 
Jay, that By eng the Gon of God, was not afually ſex - * 


ble of MM Things which were done unto him. Again % 
P. 336, The Nations would repent when they beard u. An 
uh i f mx 90TH Noyor the Apoſtles preach ent 
how the Word ſuffered 2 | 
From theſe Paſſages it abundantly appears, that 
Trenens's Opinion, (whether true or erroneom, I do not 
Now inquire, } was extremely different from Dr Bennet's; 
And that the meaning of Irenens in the ſingle PaſſageWeſe: 
cited from him by the Dr, and fb much relied on, be 
not that the Ford was quieſcent, while the Man ſuffered, 
conſidered as two diſtin& gents or Perſons ; but that (in 
the ſame manner of ſpeaking, as, of a King diſguiſed 
under the Habit of a Po Man, it may rightly beer 
ſaid, that in ſome Caſes the Poor Man concealed tht 
King, and, in other Caſes, the King ſhone through tht 
Poor Man; ſpeaking ſtill not of Two Perſons, but of On 
and the ſame; So) in ſome Caſes The Word acquieſets 
and was concealed by the Man. and in other Caſes TV! 
Man was made uictorious by the Word, This, any one - 
—* reads 


* 
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reads Irenens's Works, will ſee to be eMdently his 
Meaning: And it quite deſtroys the Doctor's Notion 
in of, Quzeſcence.. Fi 88 Te 
And here I cannot, by the way, but propoſe it as a 
ly, Lare, Whether in St John's firſt Epiſtle there be not 
ge, many Places (about Jeſis being the fame with On, 
m, and, Feſus Chrift's coming in the Fleſh,) which ought to be 
poy compared with and interpreted by theſe ancient Wri- 
ters? And whether the words, 4d, 26,-23, naJuros 
me Ne; which we render, Chrift ſbou d ſuffer; do not 

more properly ſigniſy, Chrift becoming or being made 
me paſeble ? But to proceed, | 
cu Does not the whole Tenor of Scripture ſhow, that 
iſtz the Perſon who præexiſted, was at his Incarnation 
yo Kio dec, really bumbled, acquieſced, ſubmitted to ſuch 
6 and ſuch Acts in this State of the Fleſh ; and not that 
ol there was ſuch a Quieſcence or Abſence, as is inconſi- 
That ſtent with perſonal Union ? For, What is a perſonal 
y toll Union, that never once in his whole Lite at all affects 
the Perſon. | | | 
ſen The Objections which Dr Benet has here rais d, 
ain, ate in reality very inconſiderable, and receive an eaſ 
«Ml Anſwer upon the Principles maintain'd by the Anti- 
each ents. As Firſt; F the Word (ſays he) was not at all 

Nuieſcent during our Savionr's Mmiſtry, — then the Eſ- 
ſential Wiſdom and Power of the Word muſt have been 
imparted to, and sxercis'd by and through, the Man Chriſt 
bY: p. 129.1 reply there was no Neceſſity that the 
eſential Wiſdom of the Word before the Incarnation, ſhould 
be the very ſame in the Man Chriſt Jeſus: For St 
Paul plainly ſuppoſes him, 1n his State of Humiliation, 
to have deveſted himſelf of the don 5x5, So 2dly.. 
. 140, How cou d an Angel ftrengtben him. — or admini- 
ler relief to him? Or bow cou'd bis own indwelling Word 
fail bim? ibid. I anſwer, The Vord did not fail 
him, but 1ovxate, ſubmitted, acquieſced: And an An- 
F Ont eel might ſtrengthen bim who was now in that State 
ie ſcelflof Humiliation made a little lower than the Angels. 
s Thezdly, Cou'd the Word, who is eſſentially ſuperior to 


who all 


CT 
f 


1 
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| all created Brings whatſoever, the Maker aud Former of 


all things, be Tempted like unto us? p. 14, 15, 129. 1 
reply; It pleaſed him thus to fulfil alt Righteowfueſi, 
being ford in faſhion as a Man, and in the form of a Ser. 
vnn. agthly ; How could the Holy Spirit, which is mt 
Japerior to the Word, be faid to lead and even to drive 
the Word into the Wildermfs? p. 135. 4 anſwer: In 
That State wherein our Lord was made a little lower 


than the Angels, tis no abſurdity to ſuppoſe him under Ip. 


the Conduct and Guidance of the Holy Spirit. 5thly, 
Vas be that made all Creatures, given up by God into t 
Hands of bis own Creatures, p. 141? I anſwer: $ 


orld knew him not; He came unto bis own, and bi 
own received bim not. And, God, faith the Apoſtle 


kimnp for ns all, 
teive that God ſhould deliver up bim by whom he en- 


hn affures us, the World was made by bim, and tb 


St. Paul, Rom. 8, 3%, Jpared not his own Son, but deltoered WH, 
And indeed, Why is it harder to con- 


ted all things, than that he fhow'd give up him who, ec 
according to Dr Bemmet's own Scheme, did in all þb 


other things per ſonute God, and was & woopy Is i 
the form of God? For certainly this implies no lets a 
Superiority, than it does to have been, inffrumental in 


the creating of the World. And indeed This Conde War: 


ſeenſion it was, This Willingneſs to leave ſo-gloriow 


2 State, and to be delivered up for us all; that St Pali 


foemphatically ſtiles The Myftery of Godlineſs. 6tbly, if 
the Word was not quieſcent, then is the Hiftory of ou 


Savionr's Agony (ſays Dr Benet) a Scene of mere Gr 


mace —— and a Tram of falſe Appearances, p. 143. 1 
reply; Tis not a we lo Cuſtom. for Men to expreſs 
themſelves after this manner concerning the Scripture, 


whenever not interpreted according to their Own: 
Schemes. But, to paſs this by; it might much more 


gording to Dr B's Scheme: For here is an Union of 
erſons, without any Perſonal Union: The Word 
united for no End, and to no Uſe: — a 

| » au, 


3, .5 
of Man, but all the while quieſcent ; never once aſſiſting 
[ him during all his Conflicts, but letting Angels de- 
ſr, Wſcend to miniſter unto him, leaving him to contend 
with the Devil, and, by a ſtrange Quieſcence, encon- 
raging the Devil's Procedure, and inviting bim to freſh At- 
tempts, by perſonating, for the Space of no leſs than forty 
Days, what in reality be neither was nor can d be, viz. a 
an liable to thoſe Temptations which the Devil; offered, 
p. 134. Is not this as hard a Suppoſition as any, e- 
yen upon Dr. Bs Scheme; that the God- Man ſhould 
in all /Difficulties be left to his Human Nature alone, 
o his weak part, and never be affiſted by his fronger 
Part, even when the weaker Nature was overburdened? 
iſtly; Dr Bennet asks, How con da Man united to 
be Word, poſibly be in a lower Degree of Glory and 
Happineſs than the Angels? T reply: What is there 
nore impoſ6ble in this condeſcenſion of a ſuperiour Be- 
ng, than in a preexiſting Soul's emptying itſelf, and 


Tho, coming © woeph Shs im the form of a Servant, 
all io before was fo great and glorious as to appear i 
& if 0602 Ses and ſv be, in the form of God, an as God? 


ts a Indeed This (as I before obſerved) is the true Myſtery 
11 in wor 2 Fs f —— Feen 23 was 
ode e by the Tb (of Chrib, jnflifid by the Spirit, 
iow Ui Angels, 1 unto d. Gaile believed 2 in 
Ful e Forld; received with Glory. This is that manifold 


1/dom of God, now made known unto the Principalities 
d Powers in Heavenly Places, which before was the 

ery which from the beginning of the World bad been 
id in God, who created all things by Feſus Chriff, Eph. 


i 9, 10. * 

Having thus conſidered what this Learned Author 
ts ſuggeſted concerning the State of our Saviour 
umiliation, I ſhall next conſider the Account he gives 


more 
;, 20. of his Exaltation. 
n of EEK | 
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＋ HE different States which our Bleſſed Saviour was 
in before, during, and after. his Incarnaion, have 
N given Men occaſion to ſpeak of him as d 
Two different Ferſons : And herein they have explain 
ed themſelves according to the reſpective Notion 
they came prepoſleſs'd with. .. _ een 
. The Reverend Dr Bennet abſolutely divided Chril 
into Two Perſons in his State of Humiliation ; And 
he has done the ſame in conſidering his Exaltatian, 
What has been the Conſequence in each of theſe 
ſpects, will appear preſently. N88 
Firſt, He repreſents our Saviour as bighly dignifits 
by being made Fleſh. . The Apofile, ſays he, might »* 
oppoſe our Saviour when be was at bis Incarnation unit 
to the Word, and become the Son of God, and appoin 
ed Heir of all things, (and thereby dignified above all en 
ated Beings,) even to 17 when coxſidered only as Gol 
Angel. Since the whole fireſs 75 what the Ap 
ſays, lies upon the Dignity of the Perſon empowered to d 
and govern ; tis certain that the Dignity conferr d up 
1 * * | — 2 CE e meek bim in tha; 
reſpect as different from himſelf before that Dignity. 1 
conferr d, as if two diftin# . had — of, 1 
65. And again; Ever ſnce p = Word. was made Fl} 
the Dignity of our Saviour's Perſon has been greater th 
that of any of bis own Creatures, p. 144. But now tl 
cripture-Repre ſentation of this Matter, is juſt the n 
verſe : Our Saviour was ſo far from being dignifet 
bis Incarnation, that he is repreſented as then becomDeſ; 
ing poor, as having left the Form of God, as having. 3. 
f WR in 
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imptied himſelf of the Glory and Dignity which he kad 
before, Nay, the Apoſtle's Argument, Phil. 24, is, 
that we ſhou'd have the ſame Mind which was in Chriſt 
Feſus : And this was always reputed an excellent Ar: 
pument for Humility, becauſe Chrift humbled bimſelf, 
Whereas if Chrift was dignified at bis Incarnation, the 
Argument from his Example mnft have been to en- 
tourage us to ſtrive to exceed each other in Dignity, - 
not in Humility, Were & Servant to quit the Splendor 
of a Court; and then inſtantly and infeparably for 
the future, to be joined to the King himſelf, who 
was willing and reſolved to confer upon him his own 
Kingdom; wod d this be an Humiliation, of an Exal- 
tation of ſuch & Perſon ? | 

Secondly: He aſſerts, that The Man | Jefus| only, was 
u capable of, and did enjoy the Reward, p. 81. And a- 

Jain: I habe demonſtrated (ſays he) that the Human 
aue alone, was rewarded, p. 87, And p. 82, The 
Divine Nature, (viz. of Chriſt,) never was exalted. But 
here, as I have already ſhewn, the Scriptures never 
"Y Oxce make any ſuch Diviſ»4 of his Perſon ; nor do 
wut they ever fay, that Judgment is given to That Part 
of bim which is, (but to Him becaufe He is) the Son of 
The Grand Principle, which this Learned Writer 
bad in his Thoughts, and which led him into all his 
other Notions, was, that The Word is The very GJ. 
when this was once eftabliſhed, twas rightly thence 
Winferr'd, that The Word can't be exalted by the ntmoſt 
Honour the Creatures can pay, or by the nobleſt Idea they . 
can frame of him: — That bis Divine Nature is eſſen- 
ally ſuperior to, and conſequently not capable of, nor does 
participate That Change of Condition, which bis Exalta- 
ion has made with 2 to bis Human Nature, p. 3 i 
at bis Divine Nature----was every whit as great and glo- 
ous before the Creation, as the moſt magnificent Scripture- 
WDeſcription of Chriff's preſent Exaltation ſuppoſes bim to be, 

. 37. Nay, „ will indeed juſtify —_— 


(93) 
Queſtions, 7 28 Was the Very God exalted thereby? Ii 
it not Blaſphemy to ſuppoſe it? Aud why could not the 
very God be thereby exalted ? Even becanſe he is by Na 
ture Superior to the whole Creation. But then this Prin- 
ciple ought firſt to have been demonſtated; or elſe De. 
monſtrations about the Humane Nature of Chriſt, p. 87, 
may be no better than mere Sophiſms. In ſhort, the Nu 
Scriptures give us a different Repreſentation of our 
Saviour; That he was bumbled by his Incarnation, and 
was afterwards bighly exalted as the Reward of his Sut 
ferings. They do not tell us that Chriſt (whom they 
always ſpeak of as One Perſon) was as highly exalted 
before, as after his Reſurrection, but that, becauſe hf 
emptied hunſelf as he did, and ſuffered as he did 
therefore God bath given him a Name which is above e. 
very Name, that at the Name of Feſus every Knee Poul ts 
bow; — And that every Tongue fhoul! h that Peli 
ſus Chr iſt is Lord, to the Glory of God the Father; Phil Pa 
23 , 10, II. my 
From the Drs Principle, tis indeed a juſt Inference 6: 
that The Word never was exalted, p. 82. But on the, 
other hand the Scriptures are clear, that He by 
whom God made all Things, He who was the! t! 
Inſtrument of his Father in the Work of Creation®7, 
and was wont to appear i wogwy' Rs as God's Ref Fo 
preſentative; yet had not a Kingdom and Fudgmen 
and Dominion Then committed to ham, that all Mp 
ſhonld bcnour him as they honour the Father But aft 
. bis Sefferings and Death it was, that all Power was gro 
bim in Heaven and in Farth, and that this Hymn wif 
ſang unto him, Worthy is the Lamb that was ſlain, . 
receive Power, and Riches, and Wiſdom, and Honour, « 
Glory, and Bliſing, Rev. 5, 11.  _ 
As Dr Bennet has conſtantly made Chriſt to be Two df 
ſtinct Perſons, ſo he imagines two diffi kindi of relign * 
Morſpip to be given to Chriſt, anſwerable to the .. 
cumſtances of each Perſon; The One paid him as MN 1 
exalted, as appointed of God to be a Prince and ſhip 
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ef all, and, in this. exalted Station; our Mediator and H- 


erceſſor, p. 24, and hereafter to be our Judge. This 


Va. Worſhip (it ſcems) is paid to him by the Will 
in- MAppointment and Command of God; or, as the 


us expreſs'd it, p. 29, To bim that 7s at preſent ou 
Mediator, and ſhall bereafter be. our Judge, 4 are res 
ured to give Religious Adoration. And again; Be. 
ayſe the Som of Man batb Autbority to execute Judgs 
nent, Therefore be is thereby conſtituted the Oliect 

W*lgious Adoration, ibid. In p. 221 tis thus: In Conſe- 
une of this Mediatorial Government, the Perſon of our 
lefſed Saviour (be being God-Man) is as truly an Otje# 
f Religious Adoration, as the Perſon of an Earthly 
Rince is the 'Obge& of Civil Honour. P. 69, tis thus: 
dd the Father bas conferr d ſuch Dignity on him, that 
ni 10 becom Lord of the Creation, and the Object of 


eligious Worſhip. The Other Worſhip (he ſuppoſes) 
Y = to him as the very God; ſupreme, Original, and 


founded entirely with that of the Father. Chriſt is 
be honor de God, becauſe the Word is The very 
Pod, and bas The metaphy/cal Eſſence or Subſtahce and 
raft Attributes of the Seltexiftent Beim, p. 261, And 
Il the Doctor s Reaſoning about Worſhip, in p. 186, 
$7, 188, is founded entirely upon This. 
For this Latter ſort of Warſhip, there is no manner of 
foundation in Scripture, unleſs merely by way of In- 
rence from hence, that Chriſt is call 'd God-(not's Sed, 
th the Article ; bat purely tac a Diſtinction which 
2 2 — Fathers have inſiſted on irequently;) 
d that by or tbrough Him all Things are declared to 
ave been created. For I muſt obſerve, that Rev. 6, 
e, which this Learned: Author has applied as direct- 
to Chriſt, p. 25 is not directed to bim but to the 
Aber as Supreme eb 1 
lin Now: barely to have the Title of ede, is not the 
. Cifriptwral Fomudation of his V onſbip. Nor is there any 


Maint in „(b. 186, 187, 188,) that Chrift was 
22 e e having by Him created di 
| H 3 Things 5 


(C166 ) 
Things : Much leſs, that he was ever worſhipped (, 
261) as ſelf-cxiſtent. Let any one examine the Text: 
wherein Worſhip is given to Chriſt; and he will 4 
ways find it Given and commanded" on "Account of 
being the Lamb ſlain; given, becauſe he ſubmitted hit 
felt in the manner he did, and Loved us, and waſbed 

from our Sins in bis own Blood; but never once upa 
account of his having created us. Whence ſhou'd thi 
_ ariſe, unleſs it be that Chriſ was only the Inſtrument d 
the Father in creating us, and that twas not for 
own Pleaſure, but his Father's, that we were made 
The Father is in Scripture often prais'd on this Account 
becauſe he commanded, and all things were create 
The Sox, by (or Through) whom were all things ma 
that were made; is never once, on this Account, Wa 
ſhip'd throughout the New Teſtament, in which 
revealed to us the Creation of all Things by the Vir 1 
This can only be accounted for, I think, by ſayin 
with the Scriptures concerning the Father; Thou 4 the 
worthy, O Lord, to receive Glory, and , «nd Tu ant 
er; For thou haſt created all things ¶ viz by the Word Tr 
and for Thy Pleaſure they Are, were created; Ri = 
4,11. _ | | * 7 Oc 
Nor can I recolle& Any Objection againſt this, i Fa 
what is compriz d in theſe Words ot Dr B. p. 187" 
Do we ever find a Diſtindtion made, even in the Sci bet 
tures of the New Teflament, between the Two Gods, or 
One Supreme, and the Other Subordinate ;, the One S Ben 
exiſtent, the other Derived ? I anſwer: Do we ever Mube 
find a Diſtinction made between the One God, and i Ae 
One Lord? St. Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, ſays; To Us tber Nbrel 
but one God, the Father, of whom [ek 8, from whaffevic 
are all things, and we to bim; and One Lord Feſus Omer 
by. wbom [J S, thro whom] are all things, and wiggand 
him. Again, Eph. 4; 4,5, 6, One Spirit, One Loos « 
One God and Father of All. And The Mord is by File 
Jobn ſo manifeſtly diſtinguiſhed: from the m_ 7 = 
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((-r61)) | 
[apd,] with whom, preſent with whom, he was; that 
I cannot but be -aniazed at this Objection : Which 
eridently has nothing at all in it, but merely the 
Confuſion ariſing from bis Uſe of that unſcriptmal 
Expreſſion, Two Gods, inſtead of the Scripture- lan- 
guage, One God, and One Lord; or One God, and 
bo in whom the Name or Authority of That God is. 


„nn... 
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5 "Of the Unity of GOD, 
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T HE chief | Difficulty in the ſeveral Hypotheſes 
YL concermngithe Trinity, has been ſo to treat of 
offi the Three Perſons, as to ſecure the Unity of God; 
ind ſo to ſecure the Unity, as not to deftroy the 
Trinity. Now Dr Benet underſtands the Unity of 
N God to be a Perſonal Unity, p. 231; as Dr Clarke 
does. He acknowledges alſo This One God, to be the 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, p. 168, 169, 176, 
177, 178; as Dr Clarke does. The only Ditrerence 
detwixt them here, is, how Chrift is alſo ſti led (in 
ne or two places of the New Teftament,) God. Dr 

Sf Bemnet affirms, that tis becauſe the N-, The Word, 
ver Nrho was incarnate, was himſelf the ¶ ſame intelligent 
ind i Het, the fame Perſon, p. 231, as the] Father: Which 
thert 


preſerves indeed the Unity of God; but then in its 
whodlevident , it reduces Chriſt in reality to a 
n were Man; and both deſtroys the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
d and condemns every Practiſe built upon that Doctrine. 
e Lr Carte on the other hand thinks, that Chriſt is 
; by ſtiled God and Lord, upon account of that Dignity 
d, yvhich is founded in his being inveſted by the Father 
[ ap with divine Authority 1 Heaven and 3 


_ ; | * N 
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WM Which is not at all inconſiſtent with the Father's be 
Ing abſolutely The Oy God and The Oue Lord. 
Againſt this, Dr Bennet has objetted ſeveral Thing 
Fnſt, The Word, Gon, (he ſays) cenſtntly denotes th 
Being himſelf, who is called God z am not What that By 
Ing, who 3s called Gol, is indned or inpeffed with, or whithfc 
be poof n Be3R- S ACE. ab ee 36S 
reply, 1. J am ſurprized this learned Author did 
not enceayour to account for that common Form 
Expreſhon [Um God, the True God, the God 
of Heaven, and the like] in all Languages, (which 
Dr. Clare takes notice of, and which Dr. Hemmet him 
ſelf has quoted, p. 176,) which takes away this Ob: 
12 entirely. 1 97 lay it before him in DT 
Clarke's Words. The Word deòc, God, bas in Scriptun hin 
© and in all Books of Morality and Religion, a Rela the 
© tive Signification, and not, as n inktaphy ſical Book, I the 
© an Abſolute ons A. 4s epident ;fnom: the: relative led 
* Term, which in Moral 1 ritings may albuys be joinel eri 
x with 75 — 5 en or - 1 as we jo * 
my Fatber, my King, and the lite; ſo it ũ proper aſi i niv 


to ſay, my God, the God of Wrael, the . 
Pniverſe, and the like : Which Words are expre 

© Dominion and Government. But in tbe\metaphy- 
© fical oy, it cam be Jaid, my inſirite Sul fam 
© zefinite Subſtanee of Iſrael, or the like.” Anſwer to th 
2 ſome Fe p. 284. What can be the 
re 


aſon that the Term God, admits ob ſuch Conſtruction; 
and yet the Terms Dyfnite, Færfett, Eternal: Subſtance; 
will not? Theſe Words, tis certain, denote the Being 
bimſelf who is call'd God; as math as this learned Au- ſib 
thor conceives the Term God to do: and yet no ont the 
ever ſaid, my Infinite, or my Frrſedt, or my Eternal Sub ¶ ane 
| fance, inſtead ot wy God. adh. Let him try his No- tha 
tion in the Terms Aing or Lord; whether they do not i am 
ſignify V bat the Perſon is inveſted with, or what be Fat 
poſſeſſes and enjoys. 2dly. When Magiſtrates, or Angel, Ha 
are ſtiled Gods; does it not relate 1 — abi 
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(ere) | 
Autbority they are ioefted with? Or does the Term 
God, There too, denote the Being himſelf; tho' the 
fame Men, when they are not Magiſtrates, are not 
call'd Gods; and conſequently. the {ame Perſon who 
once was a God, might, upon laying down his Office, - 
ceaſe to be ſtiled God? 4tbh. When an Angel ſpake 
in the Name of God in the Old Teſtament, was he not 
call d, on That account, God? Not, ſurely; as denotin 
the Being, but the Authority and Power he was conceiv 4 
to be inveſted with. And what is there impoſſible, 
or unconcei vable, in its being applied in the ſame man- 
ner in the New Teſtament, to him ta whom All Powey 
Ii given in Heaven and in Earth? Laſtly; If the 
Term God always denotes the metaphyſical Being of 
tun him who is.call'd God, and the Scriptures declare that 
chere is but One God; then it will follow, that all 
they unto mbom the Word of God came, and who are cal- 
led Gods, John 10, 35, muſt be the One Supream ſelt- 
exiſtent Being. But the Doctor objects 
Secondiy; though One Perſon be allowed to De- 
nve from another, yet if it be a Derivation of all re- 
N niſtte divine Ferfecliont, except Self- exiſtence itſelf, vbich 
i now ſuppoſed not to be included, they would Both of them 
-Wbe ſtill equally Gods; — even as, amangſt our ſelves, 
Father and bis Son are equally Men, p. 184. 

1 reply, 1. This whole Argument depends upon 
the Truth of what I have juſt now refuted ; that the 
Term God, denotes always metaphyſically The Being, 
che Subfance itſelf, and not What that Being or Sub- 
ing ance is veſted with. Now one Subſtance may poſ- 
Au: ſibly be derived from another, and yet not each have 
the ſame Powers. 2d!y, Though, among Us, a Father 
wh and Son are equally Men, yet it does not at all follow 
No- ¶ that they have equal Autbority or Power. 2dly, A Son 
not Yamongſt Men, does not indeed at all derive from his 

he Father: His Father is merely an Inſtrument in the 
gel Hands of God. But the Doctor proceeds to object, 
ani 3dly; That thoſe Declarations of Scripture, (that there is 
mit) Ws but 


(104) 

but One God, &c. were made to ſuch Perſons, as eitber pre: 
feſſed, or at leaft actually lived. among ft thoſe: vbo did pro- 
- fejs a P.mality of Gods, tho they allowed a Subordination 
of the One to the Other, and that there was but One Aw 
thority amongſt them all; p. 179. Wherefore, when vt 
are told in expreſſions diretted to Such Perſons, and in Such 
Circumſtances, that there is but One God; we muſt under: 
ftar.d but One God in Number, viz, but One Being whos 
God, p. 189. The Apoſtles never diſtinguiſh upon the 
Matter, they do not ſo much as once inform us, that tho 
there be one Supreme, yet there is another Subordinate 

or ſecondary God, p 184, 185. Len 
The ſtrength of this Objection (as I before obſerved) 
lies entirely in the fallaczous and imſcriptural manner 
of expreſſing it. The Anſwer is very plain, and ur Way 
ged by St Faul expreſly in 1 Cor. 83 4, - 6: (which MW V, 
the Dr himſelf cites, p. 191; Ve know that there uf (yn 
none ether God but one: For tho' there be that are cal-W Al 
led Gods, whether in Heaven or in Eartb, (as there l Or 
Gods many, and Lords many) yet to Us there is but One W cite 
God, the Father, OF = are all things and we to af 
kim, And One Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, By whom are all xa 
thirgs, and ve by him The Heathens had many Fall U. 

Gods, Idols, either not real Beings, or Beings that had 
no Powers over Mankind; and conſequently in the as 
religious ſenſe, were, as St Paul tells us, Nothing. In ce 
Oppoſition to theſe, Ve have, ſays the Apoſtle, Ou cc1 
God, the Father; and One: Lord, Feſus Chrift ; whom Fo 
he diſtinguiſbes from each other, by declaring th} Dr 
Fiſt to be the Perſon « 5 From whom are all me 
Th:rgs, and the Second to be Him i s Thro! whom at! w 
all things. But 2dly. Becauſe the Heathens allowed a Pl fer 
rality of imaginary Gods or Mediators, in SubordmY ve 
ion to one Supreme; is this an Argument why Gol w} 
if he thinks fit, ſhould not really give all Power i bs 
Heaven and Earth to his only begotten Son? Ib de. 
Scripture expreſsly aſſures us, that he bas ſo er mn 
alted his Son who ſuffered for us; and it teaches "ty 
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m that Account to aſcribe Glory and Honour and "Pow- 
FU Bleſing to him that ſitteth upon the Throne, and 
mto the Lamb for ever and ever. 
» Laftly: This Reverend Author objects, and tis his 
— pal —— that Dr Clarke ma kes not at all a 
wry dr GOD, but only one Authority. Conſe- 

— 8 178, Ion (Dr Cl.) would have us un- 
A ſera Paſ ages wow recited, not of a numeri- 
cal Unity "Being bc of an Unity of Authority z that is, 
that the A permit us to believe that there are in 
Number more 2 Sets than one, — tho there is but one 

authority in them, communicated from the One to the 
red) ¶ Other. Again; The Unity aſcribed to God (in _ 
aner ture, is moſt manifeſtly not an ele of Authority, but 
ure mmerical Unity of Being; pag. 178, 179. Again; 
hich Wh If ſuch Phraſes as theſe,” There is but one God, — might 
re ul fenify, in Spight of common Senſe, there is an Unity of 
cal Authority in diverſe: diſtindt Gods, ſubordinate t 
re le One to the Other; yet the ſeveral Declarations before re- 
One cited, { beſides me there is no God, c.] do flath — 
pe to afert a mmnerical Unity of God, p. 179. Again; bow 
e all it paſtble to wack us more clearly — the numerical 
Fall: Unity of God? p. 180. I reply, 

hall. ,. I cannot here forbear — the Caſe of ſuch 
1 the es happen not to write according to the vulgarly w 
lag ceiv'd Tenets, be re they will; The 
Cuff centinually liable to be fo ſtrangely miſrepre intel. 
hom For is it not The very Defign, the Aim and Purport of 
the Dr Clarke's Whole Book, expteſly to maintain the Nu- 
e alf merical Unity of God? Or is there any one Place in it. 
where he doth not do it? Does he not every where aſ- 
ſert One Monarch, as well as One Antbority, in the Uni- 
verſe > Can this Learned Author then be in earneſt 
when he infers, p. 198, Conſequently Dr Clarke would 
we us under f the Paſſages before recited | viz : 11 = as 
© declare that there is but One God, p. 175, not of a 
mmer ical Unity of Being, but of an Unity of. Authort- 
i ? 151 it not highly unreaſonable and 45 rd to = 
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ſach' a Conſequence, from his laying down this Principle, 
that There 15. but: One Monarchy in the Univerſs * Dt 
Bennet, in the very Page where he draws this mon- 
ſtrous Conſequence, grants that when there is a Subordina 
tion of Governors in a Monarchy, therets but one Autho- 
rity in them all, original in the Monarch, and derivatine 
| Inthe inferior Magiſtrates: p. 178. Now tis no more 

juſt to infer, that, according to Dr Elarke's Notions, 
there are more Gals than One; than it wou d be in this 
other Caſe to infer, that there are more Monarchs. thay 
One, To aſſert that the Father is abſolutely The Ow 
God, and yet that the Son, exerciſing the Father's Aw 
thority, may alſo rightly be ſtiled Gad; is not to in, 
troduce Two Principles; any more than ſaying that the 
{upreme Magiſtrate is our Governor, 2 ſubordi- 
nate Magiſtrate alſo our Governor, is to deſtroy the 
Monarchy of a ſingle Governor. aονe, paghts/ 
u iv, k d d meas yas myr i 
Se οο,νeue & &v Tis on pe d lo T TC nganhyTa! 
As when One King reigns, and his Imaꝝe is every where ca · 
ried abont his Domunons, u0 one in his Senſes wou'd ſaj 
there were two Kings: Euſeb. Eccles. Theol, I. 2. c 23. 
Or, to take a more proper Argument from the ſame 
Author: He ſays, d 01, p44 d'vo; d]. 
6r40A0wWons, g Hexus err, 1 Ce 
is Se THTQ- euαοαν⅛ʒᷣ ad D TOW, G5, Ds dvr 
ade, Kal gywwre des, Ts de vis & als agamm 
Live, win Y5h1-igxH, hqovetey ior 7% M NN wit: 
But you are aſraid, leſt acknowledging two diſtinct Sub- 
fiſtences, you bond introduce two Principles, and giu hi 
ap the divine Monarchy : Learn therefore, that there be ft; 
ing One God, ſelf-or:ginated and underived; and the Son WD; 
being begotten of him; there will be but One Principle, 
One Monarchy and Kingdom. And preſently after; 
Bol x c bo Ing divatyrcn Rd, Y eee % Lang dans TH 
Sévra“ 59% 29 iooriuss dures de, 5d" a0 
Sviox56 Kala Evita; ANG (ic EV Tv a yEvuTEY H 
Gopher” Wengen dd gameriny nat c + worries nr 
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en;  Eufeb; Bottvs, Theology. J. 2. c. y; Tbere f. 
xo Neceſfity, that be who acknowledges Two diſtinct Sub- 


2 to bate equal Honour paid them, nor that 
are elf. originated and unſlerived ; bat that Ont 
r underived und NILoriginated, aut the Other derived 
ind bat the Father for hir Principle. Bunt 

2. May not all Dr Bennet's opt u, in all the 
Places How feſetred to, be retorted duroh fe upon 
himſelt n He afferty, p, 151, that it may mbft jnfty be 
jeu the Man - ſus, t at in bim dwelleth all 
Plies of the' Godhead. And; the Man Chrift Fe. 
s, does — 6 Se; rwre the Dominion 

"md 
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projent, in the me Matter,” as God's V iceges 
div Mrent In bi Kingdom of the Creation, p. 172. He af: 
the Mſcrts," that the Mar Chriſt Jeſus was exalted to be a 


Prince ; that be it male Lord, even Lord of all, that 
it, Governour ef thy white Creation, p. 23. He has all 
e: Per in Heaven wid Em tb committed to bim, p. 26, 29, 
149 ; and in Conſequence of this, iimedittely after his 
Exaltrtion, 'beg an bis fpiritual Reign ts the Vice 5 
very God, p. 26. He was nabled to beſſow Blef- 
lings npon his Gurß, p. 25. And Doctor Bennet aſ- 
ſerts to him a ſubbrdbtate and mediatoriul Worſhip, to be 
paid to him 
c the Father, h a Per- 
w Worwho ts poſſeſt of all theſe Powers, and made the Ob- 
g of rekgious Worſhip; Is not fach a Perſon (I ſay) 


hipheft"poſſible fitperior Being, who has theſe Proper- 
ties x A m from the Tb can be? There is no 
Difference in any CitetmRance that I can perceive, 
hich can here make Diſtind ion. What if the 
hm, Chriſt Jefas, recep d theſe Powers ſeventeen hun- 
red Fears ago? Or any ſuperiour Being had receiv d 

m ſeventeen hundred Millions of Years ago, or 
en from Eternity? Till, if he rrcriw d ſuch "—— 


fftenties ſpould'mMakp TW Gods: For we do not teach 


Gal. 
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y the Vail, Appontmem and Commant” 
24, 29, 69, 221. Now, is not a Pers 


6 much what Dr Beet calls u ſuborEinatz God. as the 


Sag Cno8 ) + .- 
he yop's become what Dr Bexnet calls a. ſubordinat 
But to preſs this Argument yet further. Tis faid 
Exod. 24, 14, Thou Halt worſhip #0 other God; For 
the Lord, whoſe: Name is jealous, is a Lg God. And 
Matt. 4, 10, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, aul 
bim only ſhalt thou ſerve. Now, according to Dr Bey 
vet s Scheme, to bim that is at preſent our Mediator, ani 
4 bereafter be our Fudge, that is, to the Man Chriſt 
ſus, we are required to give religious Adoration, p. 29 
nay, ſubordinate and — Worſhip, by the Vill, 
Appointment and Command of Another; ſuch Worſhip 
as cannot poflibly. be paid to God; 5 29, 69, 221 / 

. Or 

th 


Now how can theſe be reconciled ?.. Or will the Lord 
whoſe Name is jealous, impart this Honour to Auotber 
If it be ſaid that he may, and has imparted a ſubor- 
dmate Worſhip to Chriſt Jeſus, . as the Scriptures evi 
dently ſhow ; i. e. to the Man Chrift. Jeſus, in Dr Ber 
ret s Scheme; then here are in Reality Two Beings, the 
Objects of religious Worſhip z the One Supream, the 
Otber Subordinate, i. e. Two Gods, altogether # 
much in Dr Bennet s as in Dr Clarke.s Scheme. If this 
be ſolved by the Supremacy of the Father, appointing 
and commanding Worſhip to his Son ; this Solution 
will equally remove all Difficulties -3a Dr Clarke's 
Scheme, The Cany aſcribed to God in Holy Writ js man: 
Fel · a mmerical Unity of Beim; a numerical Unity (as 
Dr B. owns) of intelligent Being or Perſon: And hence 
Worſhip to be paid, is juſtly inferr'd to belong to but 
One Perſon; becauſe tis ſaid, Him only ſhalt thou ſerv. 
If this Inference be juſt, then. paying any religious 
Worſhip to the Man Chrift cannot be accounted tor, 
but either by aſſerting the Man Chri to be the ſam I dpi 
individual Being with the Father, (which is abſurd; 
and if it were never ſo poſſible, yet it would avail 
nothing, becauſe in that Caſe the Worſhip could not 
be Mediatorial but Supreme ;) or elſe it muſt be by the 
Gmmand of God, requiring us to worſhip his was 
0 
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Now this Latter is reſolving the Unity of God, into 
an Unity of Aubority, Power, Vill, Conſent, as much 
as Dr Clarke has done; and 3 is liable to all 
the very ſame Objections, which this learned Writer 
bas here ſtarted againſt that other Scheme. | 
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CHAP. XIII. 
Of the Holy Spirit. 


As the Reverend Dr Benet has entertained a No- 
A tion about the Ford, inconſiſtent with what 
theScriptures have taught us concerning him; ſo the 
ſame original Error bas led him into as ſtrange and 
bard Opinions eoncerning the _ Ghoſt, The De- 
fgn of his 13th ch. is to prove, that the Holy Ghoſt 
is one and the ſame Being | vay, the ſame individual ix- 
telligent Agent or-Perſon | with the ſelf-exiftent God. For 
which Notion he argues but from two Places of Scrip- 
ture, viz. 1 Cor. 2; 10, 11. and Luke 1; 32, 25. 
His Notion he thus expreſles, p. 199, 262, 2623 
That the Spirit of God is as much That God whoſe Spi- 
nt be is, as the Spirit of a Man is that Man in whom 


iin: And that when God is honoured, the Holy Spirit 


is honoured; even as, when a Man is honoured, bis 
Spirit is bonoured, which is the ſame PERSON 
vith bimſelf. That is to ſay; The Spirit of God the 
Father Almighty, is as much That God the Father 
Almighty, as the Spirit of a Man is the Man. The 
only Text here relied. on, is, 1 Cor. 2; 10, 11, For the 


Spirit ſearchetb all Things, yea, the deep Things of God: 


For, what Man knoweth the _ a Man, ſave the 
Spirit of Man which is in him? Even ſo the Things of 


God, knewttb (8 ee) none, but the Spirit of God. Up- 
on this 1 beg leave only to obſerve, 1/f, that if Dr 
= Semet's Expoſition of this Text be the true one, than 

0 


* FP 


tze Holy Ghoſt is not any Thing elſe but the Fo 1 
F | : ther Almighty, and con ntly we have 10 T' mint, 
but a Duality at moſt 1 od the Fatber, and has So : 
the Man Jeſus Chrift. 2. The Queſtion is, whether 
this ſing/e Lext be fignrative,, and all the other plain 
D Texts which ſpeak of the Holy Ghoſt as a Perſon, ib. 
be literal; Or whether This only be literal, and al 
the others figurative. 3. The plain Meaning of thy 
Text, I think, is as follows od has revealed to 
dus 3 by the Holy Ghoſt, whatever relata 
to the Goſpel-· State: For, the Spirit throughly un me 
* derſtands all the deep Myſteries of the Goſpel, rm 
-* which have been kept ſecret fince the World began 
* | Rom. 16. 25.] For, what Man knows the Deſigns 
© of a Man, except He himfelf who purpoſe to bring 
te them about; much leſs can any Man know with: 
* out Revelation, the ſecret Deſigns of God. But G 
| the Spirit of God knoweth his Defigns ; even That 
| Spirit whom wt have received, — that we might know the 
f « Things that.are freely given to u of God. © This! 
think is the plain Context: And. the Alteration of the cui 
Phraſeology by St. Paul, evidently ſhews that he did 
not deſign ſuch a Senſe as Dt Benet has put e 
an; 


theſe Words, When he ſpeaks of the Spirit of 
he ſays, the Spirit of Man mw 4vin which is Mu. 
bim; But of the Spirit of God he uſes not the ſame {Con 
Phraſe, but ealls him directiy mw wwTue 75 S* this 
Spirit of God, and, in the next Verſe, d in 18 besen o 
8 which cometh or is ſent forth from God, 

The Other Text is handle,” p. 200202. And ral 
the Argument thence drawn is thi . The Angel told tht 
V;rgin,—that ber Son ſhould bs call d te Son of tbe High Word: 
eſt, and the Son of God, 1. e. the Son of the ſeif-exiftent 

Being. becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him. God wt 
the immediate Father of the Man -Chrift Jeſu; i. e. le] 
- be begat him not bythe mediate Operation of a Being df. 
ferent from bimſelf, (for in that Senſe he ia much your Fi Nraor 
ther or nine, but by bis own immediate Aft p. 201, 


- 


(11) 
I anſwer 1f, Chriſt was conceived by the Holy 
hoſt (who is expreſly called, in this very Text of. 


Sort Luke, cb. 3, 35, not, abe Higheſt, but; the Power of 
there Higbeſt,) after a Manner immediately miraculous. 
lain Mod tor that Reaſon Chriſt was, eri than any 
ſon iber Man, ) the Son of God. Adam is ſtiled the Sox 
a God, Luke 3, 38, becauſe made in a mi- 
thus Manner: Ought not Chrif much more 
duo be ſo call'd; upon Account of his miraculous. 
atyMonception ? But, 2, If Dr Beunet's Account were 
un me; All thoſe Texts which mention the God 
pel, nd Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſ, muſt te under- 
an, ood concerning the Hoh Ghoft; which yet, I believe, 
gn never once ſo unde any Chriſtian Wri- 
ing er. For in Dr Bennet's Notion, The Holy Ghoſt is 
ith: et auot ber different Being from the very God, but the ve- 
But 


y God himſelf, or the ſelfrexiſtent Being, which is the 
hat Father of the Man Chriſt Feſus. p. 202. ; 
the After {nates -/ <4", 1 1 * — as they 
re, to ſupport his Hypotheſis ; proceeds to ac- 
unt for ſeveral Texts, which teach that the Ho- 
Ghoſt is a different Being (a diſtinct . Agent 
r Perſon) from God. Theſe He reſolves all into Me- 
bor and Allegory. But yet ſuch is the Force of plain 
ruth, that after he has made the H. Ghoſt, the 
mforter, to be nothing but an Allegory, yet, in 
his very Explication of the Figure, he loſes the Noti- 
m of the Figure he is explaining; and ſays, p. 205, 
where he would be thought to ſpeak explicitly and li- 
rally the plain Senſe contained under the Figure,) 
bat the Holy Spirit vouchſafes to ſbed his Influences, ac- 
pording to the Will of the ſelfexiſtent Being ; and the Man 
miſt Jeſus diſpoſes of them, as bis Apoſtles alſo did; 
bat is, the Spixit imparts his Gifts, &c. Again, p. 208, 
be plain T-uth delivered under thoſe Figures, is, that 
ben God ſhould BY HIS SPIRIT pour forth theſe ex- 
aordinary Gifts and Grates, &c. Now this is exactly 
lay, The plain Truth delivered under theſe Figures, is 


the 


| (mz Yo | 
the ſame Figure ftill.. For this learned Author explain 
the Perſonal Repreſentations of Scripture (which hi 
calls an Allegory or dark Expreſſion,) by Perſonal Re 
preſentations again. So hard 1s it to talk of a Perſo 
always as an Attribute or Mode or Quality, or as aw 
ther Perſon diſtinct from whom he really is. The 
plain Truth indeed with Dr Bemet, and what he ought 
to have ſaid, conſiſtent with his Notions, is; Tha, 
when God, even the Father, in his own Frſon, (not, 
bis Spirit,) ſhould pour out thoſe extraordinary Gifts x 
Again, p. 209, He ſays; Whatſoever the Spirit ſboull 
afterwards ACT or have in Charge, was from Chrif: 
And therefore Chriſt ſays, be ſhall receive of mine, that in 
He ſhall receive Inſtructions from me. And again; H 
Hall then have that Power and Knowledge entruſted vii. 
him by me. ibid. Here the Doctor keeps on the Figin 
in the Explication of the Figure ; whereas (according 
to him) the Senſe plainly and literally is, The Father ſbal 
receive of mine, ſhall receive Inflrutions from, and bt 
be intruſled by Chriſt. But this is plainly to contradid 
the Scriptural Repreſentations of the Holy Ghok, 
which declare Him to be ſent by Chriſt, and to ad s 
from him, and not to ſpeak of himſelf , But they neve 
once intimate that the Father is ſent by Chriſt, not 
can it be true that the Father wou'd nat ſpeak of biel 
He | the Spirit | ſhall not ſpeak of bin fel, but what ſoer 

be ſhall hear, that ſhall be ſpeak, ſays our Saviour: Thai,” 
7s, fays Dr B. He ſhall faithfully diſcharge the Office q 
God's Meſſenger unto you, p. 207. If this be an Alley 
Ty in the Evangeliſt, then, to ſpeak confiftently, ti# 
plain Truth is; God the Father Almighty ſhall faithfi 
diſck nge the Office of God's 4. e. his own | Meſſenger 
you, Such Expoſitions are ſo much more obſcure that 
the Allegories themſelves, that one may juſtly cc 

clude the whole to be a meer Fiction, only to cove 
the Nakedneſs of an Hypotheſis, 
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1ſn CHAP. XIV. 


hr o/ Dibias Worlhiy, 
hat | F - | 2 | 

Aileen is of ro other Be, than às it di? 
n recs our Nactice, and teaches us how to 44, 
nd perform our Duties. frft Conſideration 
herefore, which ought to ariſe in every ſerious Man's 
ind, when any Notion is ſtarted 4 is, what Drflu- 
we it will have upon Prafice, and how far its Ef- 
ets will reach in that Reſpect. As to Speculations a- 


Sin out the Trinity, were it not for the PraZices apt to a- 
6 iſe from them, (which, if Men could have been conten- 


ed with the plain Commandments of God, would be 
holly: needleſs ;) I ſee no great harm there would be 
1 one Scheme more than in another mor what real De- 
ment Chriſtianity wou'd receive. The real Miſchief 
nes wholly from the Practices, which Men, in Con- 
equence of their reſpective Schemes, are apt very need- 
1 to introduce; And this only, is what makes it 
orth the while, fer. every one who has Chriſtianity 
W'ncerely at Heart, to bear his Teſtimony agaioft what 
e N erroneous, and to plead for the true Scrip- 
eTrinity, i | 
Io — Wo therefore what Influence Dr Bejmet's No- 
ion has upon Practice, and what Dr Clarke's has; 
8 much aſſiſt us in determining the Points in 
ue tion. etl + | 
By the Law of Nature, God is to be worfhipyed On- 
and in the iniplef Manner; with a ready Mind, 
nd a pure Heart. By the firff Commandment, the fame 
Law is confirmed in the Old Teſtament; Thou ſhalt 
have no other Gols but me : And our Saviour has repeated 


14'S. fame in the New Ts. by tell ng us that 2 
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true Mor ſbippers ſhall worſhip the Father in Spirit and it 

Truth, John 4, 23; and by enjoyning us, when ws 

pray, to ſay, Our Father which art in Heaven, &c. 
But then it will be asked; Has our Saviour added ne 


thing to natural Religion in Point of Vorſbip? Ori | 


Chriſtianity, in this Reſpe&, mere natural Religion?! 
anſwer : Chriſt has plainly commanded us in the Gt 
ſpel, to as the Father in HIS Name. Whatſoever, ſay 
our bleſſed Saviour, ye ſhall ack i MT Name, that vi 
I do, that the Father maybe glorified inthe Son: If] 
ſhall ask any Thing in my Name, I will do it, John 14 
13, 14. And again, Fobn 16, 23, Verih, verih,! 
ſay unto you, whatſoever ye ſhall ask the Father in M 
Name, be will give it you. And, leſt any one ſhoul 
miſtake this plain Precept, tis repeated in the v 
next Words, Hitherto have ye asked nothing in my Nan 
ask, and ye ſhall receive, that your Foy may be full, ver. 1 
And as it is in Prayers, ſo we find the ſame Methd 
uſed in relation to Praiſes. Natural Religion teac 
us to offer up the Sacrifice of Praiſe to God ; to aſcrib 
to bim the Glozydue, as to the Lord and Father of t 
all. Great is the Lord, and greatly to be praiſed ; is th 
Voice of Reaſon. And thereto alſo conſents Revelati 


Moſes juRly declares to the People of Iſrael, Da 


10; 20, 21, Thon ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, — 
ir thy Praiſe. When our Saviour appeared on Earth, at 
redeemed us to God by his Blood, Rev. 5, 9, we ha 
this. additional Inſtruction, that we muſt now aſcril 
unto God Glory in the Church, by Chrift Feſus throught 
all Ages, Eph. 3, 21. And the Author to the Hes 
ch. 13. 15, has given us the ſame Direction, By l 
let us cffer the Sacrifice of Praiſe to God continually. Al 
unto our Saviour himſelf, upon Account of his! 


deeming us; even unto him that loved us, and waſh 


from our Sins in hi: own Blood, and bath made us kn 
and Prieſts unto God and his Father, to Him muſt all 


upon this Account be aſcribed Glory and Dominion 


ever and ever, Amen. 


* 


e 
Had this ih ofthe ane ori Betn alivajd \ 
preſerved, ditfterent. ſpeculative Opinions cou d have 
lone no Harm. All Chriſtians could and wou d have 
.Woioed together with one Heart and one Mouth to glo4 
ify God, becauſe this Manner of Worſhip is right 
nd ſafe upon all Hypothyſes : And the Groundwor ks 
Wt Schiſms being taken away. entirely; an Ukiforinit 
Nuſt neceſſarily have been obſerved. But in the Fom th 
Wentury, upon the prevailing bt certain metaphyſical 
Wyinions, the antient Forms ot Divire Worſhip and the 
Joxologies were by Degrees changed: Which became 
e Cauſe of great 1 8 
To examine now Dr Clarke's Scheme and Dr Pen- 
by their reſpective Influences on Prafice, 
If Dr Ciarke's Scheme be right, it ſeems to follow 
Win thence, that All Worſoip ought to be directed to 
«ff aber, to the Father thro Chrift : excepting only, 
ah fuch Worſhip may be paid to Chriſt as Mediator, 
hich Dr Bennet alſo allows, ) for which we have ei- 


LOUN 


V 
Jam 


_ ls Warrant from Examples in Scripture. The Reve- 
isn ef St John, affords ts ſeveral Ihftances of this 


'latil 
Da 


hip paid to Chriſt. "Nay we are exprefly told, 
at Rind, and what Degree uf Worſhip, and upon 
i Account tis to be * to him; See Dr Clarke's 


TP ver to the Author of ſome Confideraticns, p. 240. 
eule ſeems not indeed, in Hit Scheme, to be ſuffici- 
"Cer Warrant for Prayer to the Holy Ghoſt, cr to the 
g Nor do the Scriptures afford us any Examplri 
15 Wat Worſhip. . 
1 bd emet's Scheine be right; He has as much 
BY "Win (at leaft) as Dr Clarke, to deſire; and ds much 
. zation, to exhort and to preſs thoſe in Power, 
„bels back the Forbn of divine Worſhip to the anti- 


f imitive Standard, and mexceptionable Manner 
ging Prayers to the Father thro eſus Chriſt. 

Weccording to Dr Bennet) the +6107, the Word, b. 
o Perſon diſtinct from the Father, fio intelligent 
at all; and it being evident in cominon ak: 
I 2 that 


| ((is) 
that nothing but an intelligent Agent can be an Ohjjed᷑ d 
Worſhip tis plain that, in His Way, the A6yoc i 
no diſtinct Object of any Worſhip or Honour at x 
Conſequently whatever Honour is paid to Chriſt, i 
paid either to the mere Man exalted, as our Mediator WM, 
or elſe is paid to the Father in him: To the Father, | 

ſay which is the Alone intelligent Agent, who by hi 

Gs Word (which is 10 diſtinct intelligent Agent , | 

SOMEFVHAT of theFather,) dwells in Chriſt. 

I ben as to the Holy Ghof ; He can be (according! 
Dr Bennet) no Object ot 'Worſhip, nor of any Hond 
at all. For the Holy Spirit (he teaches) has no otl 
. Perſonality ox intelligent Agency, than as he is the 
ſon of the Father bimſelf under a different View ul: 
EReſpect. He is either the Father, or only an Ally; 
In the latter Senſe, he can no more be an Objed 
Worſhip, than à Figure of Speech can be the Objel 
Worſhip. In the Former Senſe, tis evident He det 
not to be prayed to as diſtind ſrom the Father, in ag. 
. cular Prayers adflreſfed to bim as ſanJifyingius, andſidref 
as creating us ; or in Petitions addreſſed to hin v 
proceeding ſrom the Father and the Son : Since this i nuc 
repreſent him as a diſinc᷑ intelligent Agent fron © 
Father, who yet, according to this Scheme, is oe 7 
the ſame Being, nay, one and the fame Agent or Wome 
with the Father, © . Dos 
For the ſame Reaſon, neither is che Trinity (d 
ing to Dr Bennet's Scheme) any Object at all,ciWay 
Prayer or Doxology, diſtin& from the Father hin 
but a total and abſolute Confuſion of Perſons, 
the Cover of the word | Perſons, | without its & 
tion. For tho' the Doctor pretends to deſire, 
that the word Perſon ſhould be Continued, till bet 
be ſubſtituted in its Room; vet tis evident that 
very word, (if Dr Bennet s Notion be true,) 15 

ry v0 word poſſible; becauſe tis more apt to 
than any other that could be uſed, Tis a we 
nueceſſarihj carries with it the Idea of Intelligen 
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inftead of That SOMETHING, which (whatever it 
be) the Doctor is clear is not an intelligent Agent. It 
therefore unavoidably leads the People to Practices, 
which (if His Notion be true) cannot but be juſtly li- 
able to too great Suſpicion even of zdolatrous Miſtake; 


er, Marrying Men to an Uncertainty, whether the Object of 
y ulheir Worſhip, in ſome Caſes, be a Reality, or only a 


nere abſtract Notion or imaginary Denomination. 

I do not ſee, ſuppoſing this learned Author's Noti- 

na to be true, how he can defire the Continuance of ſuch 

in,, as thus lead Men needleſly into ſo dangerous 

on Prafice.” Neither the Vord, nor the Spirit, as ſuch, 
Wought at all to be adored in Dr Bennet Scheme; nor 


hon) with any greater Propriety, than a Man can be 
addrefled to, firft 2 king to his whole Perſon, and 

dividing and ſubdividing him into Parts, and ad- 
Ireſſing to thoſe Parts diſtinctly, and then joyning 
ogether all the Parts by one General Term, an1 ad- 


Irefſing again to That. There is, in this, ſomething 
nul very unnatural, that in Dr Bennet's Scheme, even 
his much more than in Dr Clarke's, every ſincere Chrifti- 
fru ought to deſire and preſs for a Remedy. 


I cannot conclude this Chapter better, than with 
lome particular Paſſages out of Dr Clarkes Scripture- 
Doctrine; which ſhew us, I think, (with all Deference 

ad 'Humility I am ſure I ſpeak it,) the nh true 
clay either of preventing Diſputes of this Kind, or 
ene ing them barmleſs. = 
It were much to be wiſhed, ſays he, that the moſ Anti- 
ent Forms (of Publick Prayers) might always be pre- 
md; And that particularly in This Part of the Liturgy, 
the Litany,] (as Care bas already been taken in al- 
of all other Parts of it,) for the avoiding all doubtful and 


uſed Notions, for preventing Miſundes andings of bard 
thraſes among ff 1 os a or perfelt Unexceptiona- 


woadleneſs of Expreſſions wherein all are to join; That natu- 


gen Wal Simplicity, which ( aſter the Example of Scripture ) 
I 3 | Va; 


an the Trinity be worſhipped (according to His No- 


(88) +. 
pasufed in the Prignitiye Church, (ſo far as appears in thi 
Kemains of thoſe Times,) of directing ſolemn public k Prayer 
uniformly to the Verſun of the Father, in the and 
th: 0 the Mediation of the Son, by the Aſſiſtance and wider 
t.e Direction and Ir fluence of the Holy Spirit, (pray 
- 2g in the Holy Ghoſt, as the Apoſtle expreſſes it, Hun 

20, had been conſtantly retained, rather than that Form 
compoſed in the later and diſputaceous Ages of the Church WW" 
ſhould have been intr odueed. - Many of the moſt eminent 0 
the fir ft Reformers wereof that Opinion; and the moſtcor 
ſederate' Perſons in all 1:mes, who haue been diſpoſed u 
prefer Peace and Charity in the Church of God before © 
ther Conſiderations, have in this Matter agreed with then; 
P. 459, 460. | The Direction given by our Own tee 
Church in the Office for Ordaining of Friefts, is very 

markable to this Purpoſe ; **© That you will continual 
pray to God the Father, by the Mediation of our on) 
« ew oor ou I, for the Heayewly Afiftance of l 
40 olyGboſt. cc 5 1 
He then produces the Teſtimony of Mr. Hales, who AT. 
has ſhewn, That, were all publick Forms of Service ſi 
framed, as that they admitted of no particular private ( 
pinions, 'but contained only ſuch Things in which al Chrifte 
ans do agree; Schiſms upon Matter of Opinion, was 
utterly vaniſh, That if we conſidered of all the Liturgie 
that are or ever have been, and removed from them what: 
ſoever is offenfroe to any; the Event wou'd"be, that tht 
publick Service and Honour of God woy'd no ways ſuf 
——— That Prayer, Confeſſon, Thankſgiving, Reading 
| Scripture, and Adminiſtration of Sacraments in tbe plain 
eſt and ſimpleſt mayner, are matter ſuſfcient to compoſiMave 
a public ł Form of Service. 
Alfter this, he adds a Citation from the judicious Dr. 
Bradford, containing a Declaration of bis Opinion u re 
the greateſt Simplicity and plapmeſs in Publick Forms; and Ou « 
à Teſtimony of the ingenious Author of the Hiftory 9M," © 
Aontayiſm, to the ſame Purpoſe, e. 


Laſt 


(mo) 
Laſtly, I beg leaye torefer my Reader to what the 
me Worthy Perſon has alledged, p. 470, &c, Where 
he has ſhown, I think indiſputably; that the Beſt 
pay : ſuppreſſing Hereſies, wou d haue been, not to haue 
oppoſed unſcriptural Expreſtions with others contrary and 
equally unſcriptural, but to have required Men to forbear 
tbe Uſe of ſuch unſcriptural Expreſi ons, as at any time 
gave Offence. — Had They | Thole in Power, | ſays he, 
uppreſſed the growing Schiſms, ——— not by adding any 
bing to the Rule of Scripture, but by holding their Aduer- 
aries ſtridly to that Rule, they had much better conſult d 
the general Intereſt of Chriſtianity, and in great m-a- 
ue prevented thaſe Animoſities —— which hat e 
been ſo great a Diſbonour to the Name of Chriſtians, In 
Confirmation of which Opinion, the Doctor has cited 
uſebius, Conſtantine" the Great, Chillingworth, and 
Mr. Hales. And Dr. Bem-t, (as I before obſerved,) 
by the true and evident Conſequences of his Own Opi- 
nion, is obliged, even much more than any of Theſe, 
earneſtly to deſire the ſame thing. : id 


1— — — 
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CHAP. XV. 
of Subſcriptions to Articles. 


| Had not concern'd my ſelf with this Point, had 
not that Reverend Gentleman, whoſe Notions I 
ave been conſidering, gone out of his way in a re- 
narkable Manner, to urge this Topick to Dr. Carte, 
nd to declare his Perſuaſion that Dr CJ. will not venture 
0 repeat bis Subſcription. If he ſhould, he thinks it 
ou d be ſuch a Collufion, p. 265, and fo much Gnilt 
AWr0n'd attend It, as he trembles to think of. I can't, 
Jays he to Dr. Cl.) but earneſtly int eat you to do what 
4s 8 lie, 


(120) 
lies in zour Power, in the moſt publich Manner, for pre. 
venting ſuch an Inter pretation of our Liturgy, as muſt, 1 
; J 2 neceſſarily lay waſt tbe Conſciences of the Compher. 


Io this I reply ; That, Whether Dr Clarke would 
wbſc1ibe again or no, I know not. But I cannot for 
bear asking, V bat is 'That Interpretation of all Publick 
Fcrins, which Dr. Clarke has contended for? Is it no 
to make the Scripture Alone, not only the Rule, but 
the whole and the only Rule of Truth in Matter: of 
Religion? Introduction, p. 5. Ie 
Put the Church of England's Notions, in ſome Pan 
ticulars. ſeem to be d ferent from the Senſe which Doc: 
tor Ci kr has put upou its Words, I reply, af. Hon 
muſt this be made appear? By an InduQion of part: 
cular Paſſages, there are 186 Places wherein our pub 
lick Forms are clearly on his Side, and 27 only which 
eem to differ from him. Muſt then the ſmaller Numbe 
be reconciled to the greater? Or on the contrary, mull 
the Ar Number and the more modern Phraſes be the 
Standard of Doctrine, and the Rule of interpretuy 
the more Artzent Phraſes and the larger Number? 241 
Dr B. grants, that we are to believe what our Chu"! 
prof+fſes, not becauſe She profeſſesit, but becauſe the 11 
ly Scriptures do teach it, p 264. And tis agreed on- 
Hands, that Humane Forms are always ſubſcribed to 
not as a Rule of Faith, but as humane, fallible, and 
temporary Deciſions, which every Man ovght contin 
ally to examine upon what Fondation of Scripty 
and Reaſon they are built. Muſt not every 0 
therefore, who pretends to any other Religion thanks 
Tery, take Humane and modern Fo: ms of Expreſſion, | 
ſuch Senſe only, as is conſiſtent with what to Him a 
Pe ars tobe the Doctrine of Scripture 2 Either it muſt" 
done Ttzs Way, or it can 0 Way be lawful for an 
Man ever to joyn in any publick-Forms at all. 2 
Suppoſe Dr Clarke, (which I am wholly ie nor 
whether he will, or po, ) ſhould ever repeat his 9 
1 1 | 1 . ſcripti 
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rription, yet he, of all Men, could leaft be charged 
with « ollyfion, becauſe he has declared publickly his 
Opinions upon this Matter. 4. Will Dr Bennet aver, 
that Subſcription implies a thorough Approbation and 
Acknowledgment of the Truth ot every Sentence in 


ynderſtood,as to tie up Subſcrihers to every Interpretati- 
on of Scripture, and to every Notion in the publick 
Forms, in the Senſe of the Compoſers ; and All are 
guilty of Colluſon, who ſubſcribe upon another Bot- 


Doe tom; 1 will venture to ſay, that the greateſ ( burch- 
don nen are herein equally condemned, with thoſe who are 


reputed the moſt Heretical. If ſome Latitude be al- 
lowed; then I wow'd fain know, if in any Point 
there be ſeven Times as many Paſſages for an Opinion 
3s there are again it, why may not a Subſcription be 
admitted, (t 
putat ion of Perfidionfneſs and Colluſon? 5. I cannot but 
ug obſerve, that Dr Bennet has altogether as little Reaſon 
io ſubſcribe the Declaration of Aſſent and Conſent, as Dr 


«fl 2enerally eſteemed the Doctrine of the Church. His Ex- 
nay citing at large Arminius himſelf to ſhew the exa? 


for dying, &c. p. 95 —99,) is ſomething ſurpri- 
ling, in a Gentleman that 1s ſo nice with Others in the 


F the Holy Gboft, in his Comment on the Athanafizn 
Creed; is as remote as can be, both from the Fulgar 
and v ſual Senſe, and from the evident Meaning of the 
Compiler. Nay, he does not ſcruple to charge the La- 
tin Churches with the Interpolation of Filiog; in the 
nora Niceve, and thinks it probable that they did the ſame 
his H in the Athanaſſan Creed'; Directiom &c, p. 66. Not- 

3 | | vwithſtanding 


the Articles, Liturgy, and Homfhes, in the Senſe f 
the Compoſers of thoſe publick Forms? Or is there 
not allowed a great Latitude? If (ach a Stricineſs be 


_ I approve it not,) without the Im- bY 


Clarke, ſuppoſingDrBemet s Charge to be good; he him ,*- I 
{elf having (I think) departed much farther from what ie 


Harmony between our Chu: ch and that Author, (Diredions. | 


Matter of Subſcriptions. His'Account of the Proceſſion 


plication of the Calvinifical Articles into Arminianiſm, ". 7 


( 122 ) 
withſtanding this, Dr Bennet can without any Difficul. 
ty ſubſcribe the A. ticles, nay profeſſes his Opinion 
that our Subſcription to the Articles we profeſs 


orr Belief of every Propoſition contain d in the jail 
Articles: ibid. p. 150. In this preſent Book, he is 
openly againff the Nicem 644050 Cage antial, (as 
' 3s evident from Bp. Bull's Account of that Word ;) 
and he means by 0:408nG- in the Nicene Creed, the 
very thing which the Antients meant to condemn, 
vix. Tc of Hofe He is againſt the 
| Son's being beòg © 9s, God of God, begotten of the Fx 
ther before all Worlds; and makes him to be nothing 
but the Father himſelf dwelling in the Man Jeſus, 
He isagainſt the Son's being any vTGaoac Subftence or 
Perſon or intelligent Agent at all, as clearly as Words 
can expreſs it. Now notwithſtanding all this, yet 
this Gentleman, who thinks it would be Colluſior in 
Dr Clarke to ſubſcribe again, can himſelf without 
any ſcruple at all ſubſcribe. So eaſy a Matter is it to 
blame Another, and to acquit our ebe 6 In what 
Senſe is it, that Dr Bennet ſubſcribes the Articles in 
the Caſes before mentioned? Is it, that his Notions 
are exactly the ſame with the Notions of the Compi 
lers of the Articles? Or is it, that he thinks the Arti- 
cles are capable of bis Senſe? He allows (in his Direc- 
tions, &c, p. 52,) that a Man ſubſcribe to the 
2d Article in a Senſe very diffcoent From that in which 
it was underſtood by the greater Part of that Convocatim 
which paſſed the Article it ſelf. Nay, pleads that this 
may be done very boneftly in That Caſe. May the 
fame Liberty be taken in any other publick Form of 
Words, or not? It it may, then Where would be 
the Fault of ſubſcribing in Dr Clarke's Senſe, more 
than in Dr Bennet's; which is notorioufly as remote 
from the Common Notions, as any Scheme whatever? 
Laſh, and to conclude; Dr Bennet, as well as Dr 
Clarke, has (I think) all the Reaſon in the World to lay 


of Articles, what the Bp. of Bangor (p. 50th of hs 
| Anſw 


C134 


2 Anſwer to the Committee) ſays about Another Act of 
els Parliament: ho gives tbe more fucere Proofs of bis 


Concern for Religion and the Glory of God?- He who 
leads for amending Things that have not formerly 
ſufficiently conſidered ? or He who wonld appear 
10 contend earneſtly for the Contimance of that Burden, 

der which many good Men, as I haue underſtood, haue 
mg groaned ? 
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LETTER 


Written to the late Reverend 


M R. M. 


SI R, 


ROM the Letters you have publiſhed, 
which you acknowledge had paſſed be- 
tween De Cl. and Tou in the way of 
Prevate Correſpondence only; any one 

. may eaſily perceive the Dr was very 
. enter into Controverſy with you 
pon the Subje&t you propoſed z judging (as I 
uppoſe) that he had clearly enough explained 
tis Opinion concerning thoſe Matters, in what 
de had already publiſhed. For which Reaſon, 
it appears he thought it ſufficient (in private 
Letters,) to point out to you very briefly, (as to 
a intelligent and ſtudious Perſon,) the Heads of 
nAnſwer to Part of your Objection; and 
ſtat he declined (as needleſs) thedrawing out. 
18 eply 


( i128 on 
Reply at large, after what he had before ſo ful Jo 
Iy written, With which if you were not ſatis 1 

ed ; All who know his Temper, will believe, 3 


it was no Uneaſineſs to Him to permit you tu bo 
erjoy your own Opinion, as He deſired to do 


Fs. | 

Your printing thoſe ſhort Letters of Hi 
(which ſeem to have been written by him ir 
Confidence as to a private Friend, ) with your 
own large and ſtudied Replies; without gi. 
ving him (as you plainly confeſs) the leaf 
Hint of your having any ſuch Intention, 
though you had deſigned for about two Tears (a; 
you declare, Pref. pag. 11) to publiſh your Ar- 
gument; is what (I am perſwaded) you would 
have thought ſomewhat blameable in another Per 
ſon and in another Caule ; as ſeeming to ſhow 
too great a Deſire of catching at Little Advan- 
tages in the Mamer of repreſenting Things, and 
not depending wholly on the fair Strength of 
Reaſon and Argument. 

Nevertheleſs, brief as thoſe Letters were; [ 
{aw no Reaſon to doubt, upon my firſt reading 
of them, but that, to ſuch as had already ſtu- 
died the Scriptures, they would ſuggeſt a clear 
and ſufficient Anſwer to every Part of you 

Objecti on. But perceiving Since, that Some 
| Perſons (whoſe Judgment I cannot but have i 

great Regard to, though I am much ſurprized at 
it,) are of another Opinion; and that they 
ſeem to think there is ſomething New and of v. 
al Weight in the Argument you hive offered; 
and they have accordingly recommended yout 
Book with ſome Earneſtneſs, as likely to give 
full Satisfaction in the Point; I ſhall endes 
vour to ſhcw you very diſtincthy, wherein 
your Argument ſeems to One who has os” 

| x cole 
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onfiderec it, (and has no Prejudice againſt 


fi {our Perſon,) to be altogether inconcluſive, 


uu The Argument, upon which alone you inſiſt, 
= d which is indeed the Subſiznce of your 
, by bole Book, you thus ſumm up. Bg. 16th o 
coe Preface : © The Scripture- Argument whic 
U, follows in theſe Papers, is, that the ſupreme 
independent Being has declared, that there 
are nd other Beings, inferior or dependent; to 
hom divine Titles, Attributes or Worſhip, 
0 do or ought to belong, or to be aſcribed-: 
And by Conſequence, that the Son of God 
(to whom it is confeſſed that divine Titles, 
is Attributes, and Worſhip, do belong,) 1s in- 
a ed a diffin Perſon from the Father and the 
pen Holy Ghoſt in the ſame Eſſence; but is not 
another Being, but of one and the ſame 
ing due - individual | © Subſtance with 
aul the Father and the Holy Ghoft. © 
h of fl And again, p. 14th. of your Book: * My 
Scripture- Argument againſt this | Dr CT's ] 
Doctrine, is: That the One eternal Almigh- 
28 6 N οανrνο, declares; and the 
riters inſpited by Him, declare; that 
there is no other diſtinct Being, befides, with, 
like or after Him, to whom ſuch divine Po- 
ers * were above mentioned, | Attributes, 
or Titles belong; or to whom fuch Divine 
Worſhip is at any Time to be given: And 


Worſhip do belong, is not a diſtin Beg 
a; from = one eternal God; but a diftin# Fer- 
ſon from the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, 
„in one and the ſame © individual. ſo 70 
quently expreſs it,] © eternal Eſſence : The 
One eternal God eng not one Perſon, but 


nfi- Thres 
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er by Conſequence, that the San of God, to | 
0) whom Sterns and divine Attributes and 


\ þ 
\ 


n 3h 

"58 « Three Perſons* | three Perſona only, - you 
ſhould ſay, (according to your Notion, ) not 
Perſons, | © in one Suhſlance or Eſſence. | 
And pag. 18. There may be.(3ou ſay) in 
te the divine Eſſence, Alius & Alius; and 
* yet not Alind & Aliud. CREE 


cow Argument therefore, in Form, ſta 
F 1. God bas declared in Scripture, that ther: i 
No other Beim, beſides, with, like or afte 
Him; to whom divine Powers, Attributes, or Ii 
tles belong; or to whom divine Worſhip is at. 
Time to be given. ¶ And this you prove by 1 
merous Texts of Scrip ture] 
: 5 e L Attribut 
and Worſhip do belong ; even the very ſame, asf 
long to the Father. This, you apprehend! 
be confeſſed. | rr een 
3. Therefore (you conclude) the Son of Go 


4 xt a diſtinet Being from, the Que Joy L 
God. 8 | * n | 
2 egy be muſt (you think,) be a diſtin 1 
| "Perſon | a diſtinct Pexſona you ſhould only faf nct 

from the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, (ru the, 

n one and the ſame individual Eſſence. they 


I cannot but wonder any reaſonable l 
ſhould imagine there is any thing like a C 
i fequence in this Argument. However, fi 
you ſeem really and ſincerely not to ſee wit 
the Weakneſs of it lies, I will endeavour to 
it you, by deſiring you to compare your 4 


4 


_—_— 


ts 6 —— 2 — 
— 


f * Treneus, on the contrary, expreſſes the Catholick 
dition thus: Dum eundemg; emnium Deum P41) 
aud antium, & non Alium ag; Ali, lib. 2. cap: "i 


* . 


(131) 
ht with the folk ing one; Which 1 believe 
you yourſelf will readily confeſs, not to be con- 
we; And yet if you can fhow that it hag 
ot exactly the ſame Conclufiveneſs us yours, I ſhall 
hen be ſatisfied that the Dr is fully confuted 
you in this whole Queſtion, 


1. God bas declared in Scripture, that there is 

0 other; abſolutely/and without any Manner of 
ption) No Other; No Other in any Senſe 

hatſoever; ¶ vot only Nullum Aliud, but Nul- pag. 18. 

s Alius,] No Other PERSON, either of the 

me or of any other Eſſence, either in the ſame 

in any other Subſtance, beſides, with; like or 

ter Him, to whom divine Powers, Attributes, 


10088 Titles belong; or to whom divine Worſhip is at 
1 ine to be given. | This Propoſition is pro- 


0 one of the ſame Texti, by which 
ay Py e is „ | 
hr to Bs Son of _ i 23 . 
Vorſbip, do belong; even the very ſame (you 
poſe) 2 belong to the Father. Y 
. Therefore the Son of God, is not at all a di- 

nt PERSON from the One fares God and 
ther of All : ¶ But merely another Title of the 


ther himſelf ] | 


e Concluſions is the Doctrine of Soc, and 
a ll foe late Writers who (under the Covert of 


ick Jargon) would willingly paſs for 
!bodox : That there is no other Trinity, but 
"W7 inity of Names; The one God and Father 
All, the one ſupreme Lord and Gover- 
r of the Univerſe, the one and the ſame 
vidual Agent or real and living Perſon, 
ock ring (in different Reſpects) the different 
rg he, the different Characters or Titles, 'of 
cap. ber and Sen and Holy Ghoſt : And conſe- 
K 2 quently 
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quently that Ch. ,, our Mediator and Redeem 
er, is no other than a mere Man, in whon 
God tbe Father dwells, that is, to whom dq 
Word or Wiſdom or Power of God is united, ii 
a Manner which cannot poſſibly differ but ii 
Degree only, from the Manner of God's due 
ling in a Great Prophet. For Hypoſtatical Uni 
(tis plain) there can be None, if the A 
whom we affirm to be incarnate, be no Hypsf 
fs : Unleſs you will ſay, that God the Fat! 
bimſelf was incarnate, and bypoſtatically unita 
to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, '\ 7 
This Concluſion, (though indeed I ſhould thu 
it contrary to the fundamental Laws both! 
Nature and Chriſtianity to Hurt any Ma 
who was truly and ſincerely of ſuch an Opin 
on ;) yet Dr Clarke ſuppoſes, and Jou readi 
join with him herein, that it is not agreeabl1 
the Doctrine of Scripture. Yor 
Since, therefore you Both agree in denyingt 
Concluſion ; you muſt of Neceſſity ſhow fo 
Error in One or the Other of the two Prem 
or Propoſitions, from which That Conc 
cannot but follow, 


Now the Firft of the two Propoſitions, Toud 
not poſſibly deny ;becauſe it is the expreſs Al 
tion of every one of thoſe Texts, which you 50 
have alledged in Proof of your own firſt Pr 
ſition, As will appear by repeating the 7 
themſelves, in the order you have d 
them. | 
Ha. 44, 6. Befides Me, there is nw ff 
ver. 8, Is there any God, beſides Me? yea, ff 


7s 15 God, I know not any. [The Word Me, i 
NA.. — 


len 'F ( 1:3 3 ) 
chou Ia. 45, 5. I an the Lord, and there is None 
a the elſe; { not, nullum Aliud, No other Being only; bur, Nullus N 


1, i Klin, No Other Perſon; No Other whatſoever 3, No 0 : 
bats ſolurely either of the Same, or of any 2 Ebene 5 


quel ere 73 10 God beſides Me. Ver. 18, I am the 
Unit Lord, and there 1s None elſe. ver. 22 I am 
e od, and there is None elſe; [Nonelt Ali. 
„ Iſa. 40, 25. To whom then will you lien Me 
om fl ſhall I be equal? ſaith the Holy One. [The words 
„te all perſonal. | 

Iſa. 46, 5. To whom will you liken Me, and 
make Me equal, and compare Me, that we may be 
lie? ver. 9, I am God, and there is None elſe ; 
lam God, and there is None like Me. [The words 
ain are all perſonal. ] 5 ot 
Deut. 32, 39, I, even I, am He; Aud there is 
no God [ He does nor jay, except it be in the ſame E, 
ence 3 but abſolutely, there à no God] with Me. - 
Iſa. 43, 10, Before Me there was no God 
ormed, neither ſhall there be any aſter Me. (The 
words are ſtill always perſonal. ] I 
2 Kings 19, 19, Thou art the Lord God, even 
ou only. (Tu Selus: Nor, Thou and the other Perſons 
Mm thy E ſence ; bur, Fhou only. ] 

Nehem. 9, 6- Thou, even Thou, perſonally,] 
ot Lord alone. page : 

Pſ. 83, 18, Thou, whoſe Name alone is Febo- 
ob, [Perſonally again. 
Pſ.86, 10, Thou art Great, — Thou [perfonally] 
mt God alone, © 
Lech. 14, 9. In that day ſhall there be one Lord, 
n che Origi nal it is Ni IND INV. tra welt, 
it Dominus Unis : Not, there ſhall te one Fehovan , wr the 


ebrew cannot bear That conſtruction: Bur, Jchovsb ſhall 
c, ſhall be acknowledged to be, One: Not, Unum, one Sub- 


lance or Eſſence only; but, Unus, one Perſen 5] And bis 
ame, One. . 
Iſa. 41, 4. Iam the Lord, the Firſt andwith 
be Lat; Lam He: (Not, 1lud, That Being only; bur, 
le, That Peron] h 


K 3 Iſa. 
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Tia. 44, 6, I am the Firſt, (Not, Prim m, the frf 
Being only; but, Prim, the Firſt Perſon "My And I an 
the Laſt : And beſides Me, [Nor only, beſides my Sil 
flance or + ſſence; but, beſides me, perſonally, ] there i 
. no God. | | 
1 Kings 8, 39. Thou, even Thou only, knoy- 
eft the Hearts of the child en of Men. 
Joel 2, 27. I am the Lord thy God; (Nox, th 
infinite and pe ect Eſſence or Sub ſtance; but, Thy Suprent 
Lord and Governour, The Object of thy Worſhip: ] and None ell: 
[This and che like Texts, demonſtratively prove the wad 
God to be a perſonal and relative Title; ſignifying, (as Dt 
Cl. obſerved,) That Supreme Intelligent Agent which (+ 
rerns all things. So that when you ſay, pag, 9, that“ by 
&© the word God, you mean the Divine Hence or Subſtance", 
and not the Perſon, whoſe Eſſence or Subſtance ir is: Atd 
ask, pag. 9, Can Dr CI. poſſibly think, that a Sen 
& Intelligent Agent which governs the World, is a Definition d 
& the Eſſence of God?“ and when you affirm, pag. 2% 
that defining God to be © the Supreme Governour th Uni 
& verſe, is as it the World were co-eternal with Him: Al 
This is to me very unintelligible Arguing, For though f. 
very Perſon, or Intelligent Agent, muſt needs indeed have: 
Subſtance or Eſſence; and the Subſtance or Eſſence of God, i 
indeed neceſſarily infinite and per fed; yet the Word, God.il 
Scripture, and in alb moral or Theological Writings; t 
word God, I ſay, in the religious ſenſe, does nor ſignify I. 
perfect Being contidered as a Subſtance or Eſſence, (which i 
the buſineſs of Metaphyſichs,) bur as The Lining Perſon Whok 
That infinite Eſſence is, and who governs all things by his $ 
preme Power, So that though He who is the God of the da 
verſe, was indeed, before the Creation of things, the ſane 
Perfe# Being he now is; yet he had not then that relatid 
Character which is the ſignification of the Word God inth 
Theological ſenſe, or our God, or the God and Father of A 
Juſt as a King is the ſame Man, or has the ſame Subſt! 
and Eſſence, and the ſame natural Powers or Faculties A 
Man, whether his Subjects be ſuppoſed to exiſt or not to u 
Iſt ; But his relative Title of King, is always with regard" 
his Geverament of Subjects. And were ir poſſible t 
could ſubſiſt in Ore and the ſame individual Subſtance ( 
Eſſence, Two (or more) intelligent Living Perfons or Agel 
equally SUPREME, and equally Governing the Unict"| 
they would be, alrogerker as Truly Two (or more) 6 
38 it their Subſtances were diſtin. For the being, . b 


( 135 ) 
ing, of Two or More Gods, does not depend upcn their 
rf Sub ſtance being united qr divided, hut upon their Dominion 
being Supreme or not Supreme, One Supreme Governour of 
an All things, is One Cod; and whatever other Perſons exiſt 
ub» either in the Same or in any Other Subſtance, ſo long as 
i; Wl they have No Dominion but derived from Him, the Unity 
of God is ſecure. But M:re Supreme Governours, are More 
Gods ; and 11 ſo, whether their Subſlance be united or 
- dwided, if their Power and Authority be equally Supreme. 
This is 4 very clear and diſtin& Notion ; of Great Impoi- 
th nòace, and highly deſerving your moſt ſerious Conſiderati- 

1 


0 = 
ls Ifai. 44, 24. I am the Lord that maketh all 
zod things, that fretchetb forth the Heavens alone, and 


s Dr BY ſpreadeth abroad the Earth by my ſelf. (Nor, by 
my Eſſence; but, by my perſonal, inherent, underived Po- 


„. 

net", 05 9, 8, Which Alone {Solus] ſpreadeth ont the 
And : 

nn Haven. 


on e Iſai. 45; 6, 7. I am the Lord, and there is 
None elſe - ¶ Not, non eſt Aliud; bur, nen eſt Alius, no 
der Perſon; I form the Light, &c. 

Deut. 3, 24. For, what God is there in Hea- 
have ven or in Earth, that can do according to Thy 
Works, and according to Thy Might? 

Hoſea 13, 4. I am the Lord thy God; 
thou ſhalt have no God but Me: For there is no 
Saviour beſide Me. [He does not ſay, beſide my Eſſence 
# Subſtance, but perſonally, none beſide Me.] 

Iſai. 43, 11. I, even I, am the Lord; and be- 
de Me, there is no Saviour, [The words are ſtill al. 


mays perſonal. 
Ifai. 45, 21. There is no God elſe beſide Me, 
ver. 22, I am God, and there is None elſe. 

Deut. 32, 39. I am He, {nor That Subſtance only, 
bet That Perſon, That intelligent Living Agent,] and there 
uo God with Me. I kill, and I make Alive, 
Exod. 20, 3. Thou ſhalt have no other Gods be- 
ore Me. he does not ſay, exceyt they be of the ſame In- 
vidual Subſtance, but abſolutely, f bon ſhalt have no Others 


Jnic.enl whatſoever. ] 


ie) 6 K 4 Deut 
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Deut. 6, 4, Hear, O Iſrael}, the Lord ow 
God is One Lord, {| According to the Original 
it is, Wei 5 db uv, Ne, is hor; The Lund 
our God, even the Lord, is One: dg, One Perſon. ] 

Mark 12, 29—32. Feſus anſwered; The 
fiift of all the Commandments is; bear, O Iſrael, 
tbe Lord our God is one Lord; [The Lord our God, 
even the Lord, is One ;] and thou Halt love the Lori 
thy God &c. And the Scribe anſwered, Well, Ma. 
ter, thou haſt ſaid. the Truth; for there is One Gol, 
and there is none other but He : [Nor, no other tha 
bis Subſtance ; but, perſonally, no other than He] 

Iſai. 42, 8, I am the Lord; That is my Nun: 
and my Glory will I not give to Another. ¶ Noto 
ly, not to another Subſtance; but abſolutely, not to any Other 
not to any other Perſon ; not to any Other, whatſdevef.) 


Ifai. 45, 22. I am God, andthere is None elſe; 
—— Unto Me every knee ſhall bow. 

Matth. 4, 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord th 
God, and Him only ſhalt thou ſerve, ['He does un 
fay, his Being only, or his Subſtance ; but his Perſon, Hi 
only, ſhalt thou ſerve, ] 


_ Theſe are the Texts you cited, and in th 
ſame Order that you cited them. Now fron 
hence moſt palpably appears the Weakneſs d 
your Whole Argument. For your Reaſoning 
depends entirely upon your dropping the Tr 
P, opoſition expreſſed in every one of thele 
Texts and putting Another Propoſitzon in 1 
place. "4574 

God has declared C you ſay) in theſe” Text 
that there 1s no Other Being, to whom 
Attributes and Worſhip belong: But, to the Sn 
of God (you think) the Attributes and Worſhip 
of the Father do belong: Therefore (you col: 
clude) the Son of God is not a diſtinct Being fron! 


(137 ) 
be Father; but a diſtinct Perſon Ca Perſona you 
en only] from the Father, in the ſame indi- 
1dual _ 8 

Now, I obſerve, in every One of theſe Texts, 
od expreſly declares, not, that there is no O- 
ther BEIN only; but alſo that, abſo- 
mely and without Exception, there is no O- 
[HER, no other Perſon, no Other whatſoever, 
ther in the ſame or in any other Subſtance, to 
om His Attributes and Worſhip belong : Juſt 
ts St Faul ſays, 1 Cor. 8, 6, To us there is but 

God, even the Father. Conſequently, if 
e Attributes and Worſhip of the FATHER, 
which Worſhip is always perſonal,) do indeed 
2s you ſuppoſe) belong alſo to the Son of 
ad; it follows inevitably and demonſtra- 
wely, that the Son of God can in no ſenſe be 
 diſtin& Perſon from the Father, either in the 
me or in any other Eſſence, but that he muſt 
e merely another Name for the Father himſelf. 

2 muſt be, not only of the ſame Subſtance , but 
e muſt be He bimſelf, he muſt be that very indi- 
ua! Perſon, of whom it is ſaid in all your 
Texts, that Him only. | not, bis Subſtance only, but 
his Perſon only, HIM only | ſhalt thou ſerve. 

If therefore this Concluſion be not true; but the 
Fon of God be indeed a true and living Perſon, 
liflin& from the P:rſon of the Father, (which, I 
hink, you and Dr Clarke do Both agree to be 
he more natural Senſe of Scripture.) and not 
mere Attribute of the Father, perſonated only 
y figurative Speech; Then the fore-going 
exts, wherein the Supreme God and Father of 
{ll declares that bis Attributes and Worſhip can- 
ot be aſcribed to any other Being, to any other 
WERSON, to am other abſolutely hc at 

| 2 
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muſt neceſſarily be underſtood of SUCH Att ribun 
and SUCH Worſhip, as are inſeparably peculia 
to the Ferſon of the Father, and not ot SUCH 
Attrilmtes and SUCH Worſhip, as is in the, Ney 
Teſtament aZnally aſcribed to the Perſon, of th 
Son, even to Chriſt our Mediatour and Redeemey, 

Jo avoid a perfed Contradiction between tho 
Texts on the One hand, wherein the ſupreme Gul 
and Father of the Univerſe declares that no oth 
Beirg, no other Perſon, abſolutely uo other ins 
ny Senſe whatſoever, (which in every One 
your own Texts expreſly deſtroys your Diſtindi 
on of Being and Fei ſon,) can have His Worſhy 
paid to him; and thoſe Texts on the Other han 
wherein Worſhip is given to Chriſt; In order (fro 
ſay) to avoid an expreſs Contradiction betwen 
theſe different Texts; there is no Poſſibility bu 
either it muſt be affirmed, that Chriſt is no « 
ther than the very Perſon of the Father manifch 
ed in the Fleſh; or elſe a Diſtin4ion muſt be i 
lowed in the Worſhip. When God ſays, Tha 


- ſhalt wor (hip the Lord thy God, and Him ONLIWM of 
(which our Saviour calls, worſhipping the E eitl 
THER, John 4, 22, ) And yet in the New Te Au 
ment there i; alſo Worſhip paid to the Son: OW ly { 
Neceſſity there muſt be introduced either a CrMeaſ 
fufion of Perſons, or a Diſtindtion of Worſhip. WW me 
Confuſion of Perſons, you yourſelfdifallow, che We 
your Argument neceſlarily infers it. A Difin*W Me 
on of Worſhip, the Scripture plainly eftabliſheMW boy 
when the ſame Perſon who ſays, that Hin ted 
only ſhalt thou Serve; yet gives to another Perlonil at | 
Dominion and Glory and a Kingdom, (Dan. 7, 1% cor 
that all Nations ſhould ſerve him; that bis Domin bin 
on ſhould be an everlaſting Dominion, and his Kny the 
dom that which ſhould not be deſtroyed, Therefoyf an: 
the | e the 
Seco no 
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Second Propoſition, (both in Argument, 
and in That which tends to — 8 of God 
not to he at alha diffin Perſon from the Father,) 
muſt needs be erroneous; viz. that to the Son 
of God Divine Attributes and We orſbip di belong, 
even the very SAME as belong to the Father. And 
this Notion is indeed fo evidently erroneous, 
that you very wiſely forbear to colle# together 
the Texts, upon which you ſuppoſe it to be 
founded, Becauſe all the Texts in Scripture, 
which mention tie Powers and Attributes of the 
don of God, always ſpeak cf them as derivative 
from the Father, and ſubordinate to thoſe of 
the Father: That the Son, can do nothing of 
Himſelf ; that his having Life in bimſelf, is given 
him; that all Power in Heaven and Earth, is gi- 
ten him, Cc. And in all the Texts of Scrip- 
ture, wherein Worſhip is given to Chriſt ; it is 
never mentioned as given to him npon Account. 
of his Eſſence or Sub ſlance; (for in what Senſe 
either He or an Angel is ſaid to have the Name or 
Authority of Fehovah in him, has been frequent- 
ly ſhown by Dr Cl. and Others, and ſnall have Oc- 
caſion to conſider it preſently:) neither is it ever 
mentioned as given him upon Account of the 
Worlds having been created Throngh him: but 
Men are Therefore to honour the Son even as they 
bonour the Father, BECAUSE He bath commit- 
ted all Fudgment mito the Son, Joh. 5, 22. And 
at the Name of Jeſus every Knee is for this Reaſon 
commanded to bow, and every Tongue to confeſs 
bim to be Lord; that thereby may be promoted 
the Glory of God, his Father; who exalted bim, 
and gave him a Name which is above every Nam? ; 
that he ſnould be, ior: 3+ as God, that is, ho- 
noured with divine Honour, Phil. 2. 10, 11 
9, 6. Nor is there any one Place in the _ 
ew 
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New Teſtament, where Chrift is worſhipped 


as U ] the Higheſt or Supreme, but as | vis 


Ty born] the Son of the Higbeß, Luke 1, 


22; as the Mediator between Man and the Ow 
God, 1 Tim. 2, 5; that is, as our Advocat: 
with the FATHER, 1 Joh. 2, 1; as be wh 
waſhed us from our Sins in bis own Blood, and bat 
made us Kings and Priefts unto God, even bis Fs 
ther, [Ta otw wai mel avri#. unto bis Gol 
and Father, | Rev. 1, 6; as the Lamb, who wa 
therefore worthy to receive Glory, becauſe he vn 
flain, Rev. 5, 123 as our High Prieſt, who is ſt 
down at the Right Hand of the Throne of Gal, 
Heb. 8. 1, and 12. 2. And the Holy Ghof, 
who, according to your Notion, ought conflant 
ly to be invocated in Co-ordination not only 
with the Mediator, but even with the Fatbs 
himſelf ; is, on the contrary, in Scripture ever 
znvocated at all by any direct Prayer, nor ever 1. 
preſented as fitting on a Throne, or exerciſing 
Regal Dominion; but the Father is always pray 
ed to, and thanked for, the Gift of the Hoh 
Ghoſt. After which Pattern, the primitive 
Church, (whoſe Diredion and Wordswe ſtill re- 
tain in the ſolemn Exbortation in the Office pu 
ordaining of Prieſts,) continually prayed TO God 
the Father, BT the Mediation of our only Savion 
Feſus Chrift, FOR 1he heavenly Aſſiflance of tht 
Holy Ghoſt, &c. | +8 
The ſcattered Proofs, alleged by you in diffe 
rent parts of your Book, in favour of the oppo- 
fite Notion, I ſhall briefly conſider in the Or 
der they occur. 


Pref. pag. 3. You mention the fix principal 
Texts, wherein you think your Doctrine is dr 
. reftly revealed. And they are, 1 Job. 5. ). 

Phil. 2, 6, Rom. 9. 5. Job. 10. 30. Tit. 2, 
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j3- and 1 Job. 5,20. Every one of which 
pel Texts, the Dr has (I think) clearly ſhown, in his 
vic Scripture-Dorime and in his Anſwer to Mr Nel- 
e 1. fon's Friend, to be entirely beſide your Purpole. 
Which leaſt your Reader ſhould remember, you 
barely enumerate the Texts, and wiſely omit 

to ſet down the Words themſelves, | 
1 Fob. 5. 7. There are Three that bear Record 
in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghoſt , and theſe Three are One: And there are 
Three that bear Witneſs in Earth, &c. Upon this 
Text; beſides that the Word | © One,] ſignifies 
only. One Teftimony; the Dr has ſhown at large, 
in his Letter to Dr Welli, pag. 42; and in his 
eply to Mr Nelſon's Friend, pag. 207) that the 
whole th verſe, and the words [i Earth] in the 
8&þ verſe, have never yet been found in ANT 


Beza and Others, by a Miſtake now well-known 
to all Learned Men, fuppoſe that they had; 
nor were they ever cited in the Genuine Works 
of Any One Greek Father; and accordingly in 
the firft Englih Bibles after the Reformation, 
they were _ printed in a different Character, 
as not of the ſame Authority with the reſt of 
the Text: Till at length That Diſtinction, 
without any Authority (that I know of,) came 
to be neglected. All This, you entirely con- 
ceal from your Reader; Though the Evidence 
- 8 of what the Dr alleged to prove this Text not 
ite genuine, was ſuch, as No one hitherto, 
po- has fo much as attempted to weaken. And 
Or- the Spurionſneſs of that Text, has ſince 
been more diſtinctly and moſt clearly ſet 
forth, in a Pamphlet entituled, 4 full 
cpa Inquiry into the Original Authority of That Text, 
8 4-1 Job. 5 7. / 9 


NME Greek Manuſcript, (though Dr Mills and 


it. 2 Phil. 


— 3 -- 


Cor. 15. meant of Chriſt, yet ſtill HE is excepted who dil 
put all things under Chriſt. As the Dr obſerved in 


27. 


words in the Original are, (ho: being in the Ent 


ply to Mr. Nelſon's Friend, pag. 86. Yet Thisal 
ſo, you conceal from your Reader. 


True Meaning of theſe Words, the Dr (I think) 
100; and in his Reply to Mr Nelſon's Friend 


deceived by the mere Sound of the words in 


ſon's Friend, pag. 85. Yet this alſo, you depend 


nal Life. Theſe words, The True God, the f. 


. 1 
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\ Phil. 2, 6. Who being in the Form of God, ut 


thought it not Robbery to be equal with God. The 


God, yet did not catch at being ( honoured ) as C;] Ay 
the Dr has ſhown at large in his öcripturs- D- 
&rine, pag. 176, and in his Reply to Ar Nel 
Friend, pag. 173. Yet This alſo you conceal 
from your Reader; as if the Errours of our Ex 
li Tranſſation, (ot which All Learned Men noy 
confeſs the Rendring of This Text to be One) 
were the inſpired word of God. N 
Rom. 9,5. Whois over all, God bleſſed fore 
ver. You know that the word, God, is wanting 
here in Many of the moſt Antient Manuſcripts 
And, if it be genuine, yet, in the conſtraQon 
of the Original, tis very uncertain whether i 
be not meant of God the Father: And,, if it be 


his Scripture. Doctrine. pag. 87, and in his Re- 


Joh. 10, 30. IJ and my Fatber are One. The 


has clearly ſhown in his Scripture-Doctrine, pa 


pag. 146 and 55. Let This alſo, you take 
no Notice of; but leave your Reader to be 


Engliſh, without regard to the Senſe. 

Tit. 2, 13. The glorious Appearing of the Gre 
God, and our Saviour Feſus Chrift, Theſe words, 
The Great God, the Dr has ſhown to be ſpoken 
here, of God the Father; In his Reply to Mr Nel 


upon your Reader's not being aware of. . 
1 Joh. 5, 20. This is the True God, and Eter- 


cen 
Zod Jus largely proved, (in his Reply to My Nelſon's 
The NViend, pag. 97, to be meant, in This place, 
| the Father. And the Rendring of the 
rds immediately fore-going, Ve are in Him 
that is True, Through not, even in] bis Son Feſus 
nf, is not Dr Clarke's only, and agreeable to the 


real Original ; but was ſo printed in the Biſbop's Engliſh 
iti in Henry the VIIIths time, Yet This alſo 


you neither make any Reply to, nortake any 
Notice of it; but depend wholly. upon your 
zeader's Ignorance in theſe Matters. | ; 
Now, for God's ſake, Sir, is This doing Right : 
0 the learned part of the World? Is This, 
ſteking after Truth in matters of Religion? Is | | 
nis, Searching the Scriptures, and having a juſt 4 N 
Regard to the Authority of the inſpired Writ- | 
ugs? Or would it not, even in the caſe of any 
wane Writings that were of any importance, 
e very unreaſonable; to ſhow an abſalute Care- 
Lſomeſs, whether you follow a true Copy or a 
aſe One; whether the Words be underſtood 
ulgarly in a right Senſe, or a wrong One? 


; But it ſeems, *© when the Authority of Oxe 
WW Texts denied, and u contrary Tranſlation of 3. . e 
Another is introduced; when various Readings 

and Pointings are pretended in the reft ,, theſe 

* (youthink) are Artifices to Darken the Light.” 

What a Misfortune then is it, that All tha 

Greek Teftaments in the World were not long 

ſince deſtroyed ! that all Learning, and Skill in 

Languages, has not been uttecly rooted out ! 

that there might be no other Copy in the World, 

but our preſent Exgliſb Tranſlation ! that People 

might bleſs God for it, without contending about Pref. . 

divers Readings and Criticiſms; and without 4. © 

Danger of any Ray of DARKNESS breaking 

in from Learning or Reaſon or Ecclefiaftical Hi- 
. ft ory, 


 {444')/ | 
fory, to diſturb the uniform Light of Tynorance, 
and ſhake the vulgar Interpretation of the Senſe 
of any Text! Is it not a pleaſant, (ſhall I ſay?) 
or rather, in ſo ſerious a Matter, is it not a 
very melancholy. Conſideration ; that enquiring 
after the True Fords and true Senſe of Scripture, 
fhould, in a Proteffant Country and by Men of 
2 Learned Education, be called Darkning th: 
Ligbt? You have heard of the Judge, who, 
when a Complaint was brought before him, 
thought the Cauſe very Clear, and deſired by 
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no Means to hear any Thing on the other Sid. 
for fear of darkning the Light. And ſhall that, « 
which in all other Caſes is the moſt 2 4 
ahb ſurd, be the only Means of knowing the TW « 
in Matters of Religion? If this is to be cu, 
Method; I beſeech you, let us never more p 


tend to argue againſt Popery. For What Dif 
ference is hate” between denying People the 
Uſe of the Scriptures, and denying them the 
only Means of diſcovering the true Senſe of then! 
excepting that, of the Two, it may ſeem tht 
greater Hardſhip, to bid Men read the Scripture, 
and at the ſame Time forbid them to endeavour 
to underſtand it? The common People cannd 
indeed judge of Criticiſm, or of the Perfor 
mances of Learned Men; And therefore Learned 
Men ought to be the more Faithful and Nain, 
letting them know that Texts of Dubious 4 
thority or of Dubious Meaning, are indeed Du 
bious; and that Opinions uncertain or hard tt 
be underſtood, onght not to be impoſed ups 
Chriſtians as a neceſſary Part of their Religion 
The doing of which, hath in all Ages been one 
of the greateft Hindrances of the propagatiol 
of the Goſpel, and of the Efficacy of True Rel 
gion upon the Hearts and Lives of Men. 


10 


Lou allow it to be ** trie indeed, that the Texts MAN 


* which Dr Clarke cites, do prove that aur Lord and 
* Saviour Jeſus Chriſt i, in A certain ſenſe (well 
* known and owned by all 2 bordinate 
* and inferior to the Father ;,. that be bas re- 
* ceived Authority and Power from him; and 
that be acts according to the Will of the Fa- 
Ather; mediates and intercedes with him on 
» yn, and 2 Me 5 1 1 — 
one plain Diſtinction, well known amo 
4 ches alſo, which ſhows that theſe Texts —— 
* make nothing for what Dy Clarke contends for. 
* This Biff en the Dr bas quoted from Bp Bull; 
and it 7s This, that our Lord Chriſt may be 
*confidered in two Reſpects, either as God, 
*or as God-man and Mediator between God and 
* Max.” This . DiſtinQion, Dr Cl. did in- 
deed quote from Bp Bull: But you, by drop- 
ping more than one half of his Quotation, have 
repreſented it to your Reader, as if Bp Bull 
rmed Chrift to be ſubordinate to the Father, 
only as $<v.99@7 G-, as God-man or Mediator, 
md not as God. Whereas the Biſbop expreſly af- 
firms, not only that he is ſubordinate a 
1G-, as Gad. man or Mediator; but that as God 
Wallo, if he be conſidered relatively as God of God, 
be is ſubordinate to the Father; but if conſi- 
dered abſolutely as God, that then the ſame 
Vorſhip is due to Him as to the Father. Now 
this Latter Diſtind ion, or Sub- diſtinction. (which 
only was to your Purpoſe, and not that firſt Di- 
: W/nidion which you have cited,) Dr Clarke 
Witowed in his Scrapturc-do&rine, pag. 359, to 
„be altogether without Foundation; and that the 
WP 2fſage of Origen, upon which the learned Bi- 
ſhop principally founded this Diſtinction, was 
erroneouſly tranſlated; ¶ See Scripture-doftrme, 
Pay, 266.] Of all — you have (accord- 
ing 


ſwer; that Chriſt's Subordination to the Father, 
not only as he is Man or S:«v9gwns' or Medi- 


never was incarnate, and in whom conſequent 


3. % Chriſt ; that © This grand Propitiation does al 
© mirably declare the Honour of God's Laws al 


(146) 
ing to Cuſtom) taken no Notice. But to the 
DiſtinQion, as you yourſelf underſtand it, I an- 


ator, but even in his higbeſt Capacity; appears 
undeniably from thoſe ae 2 herein the Fo ; 
ther, the Perſon of the Father, is ſtyled the Ow 
God, 1 Cor: 8, 6; Epbeſ. 4, 6 1 Tim. 2, 5; {Wo 
Joh. 17, 3; The God of our Lord Feſus Chrif, 
the Father of Glory, Eph. 1, 17; The God and 
Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 2 Cor. 11, 231: 
And from thoſe Texts, which declare that God 
gave and ſent his only-begotten'Sonz ſent him 
(te the Church always did and does underſtand 
it) to take our Nature upon bim, (collect on Chriſt 
mas-day;) To take upon him our Fleſh, (Coll. for 
6th Sunday in Lent:) Which cannot poſſibly be u- 
terpreted but of his Higheft Nature; becauſe ti 
manifeſt it cannot be ſaid that his Humanity wa Wl fo 
ent to take our Nature upon bim. And, Laſtly, 
the ſame Thing appears plainly from thoſe 
Texts, which declare that the Holy Ghoſt, (who 


1y there is no Place for your fore-mentione 
Diſtinction,) is given and ſent by the Father; 
that -he ſpeaks, not of Hin ei, but what i! 
bears; that he makes Interceſſon for us; and{cau 
That, according to the Will of God; &c. 


What you ſay concerning the Satisfaction « 


Government, before Myriads of Angels and i 
** telleFual Creatures, that ſtand in continual A 
* of Him; js very true: Becauſe the great 
er the Diprity is of the Perſon ſuffering, the liel 
more awful is God's Declaration of his Hatreqi 
agaiuſt Sin, and the more adorable the Mal 


fe ation 


* 


„ dir . 0 1470 10 90} 
tation of his Mercy towards Sinners- But 
m, as to the Inference you would draw fromm 
hence; that therefore the Perſon making Satig« © 


ex, | | 

4. non, muſt be identically equal with Him 1 
Fa ve. Becauſe, to ſuppoſe God making Sttis= 
ation to bimſelf, which can be done reputative. 
5: Hoh, that is, in Words only. hut not in Truth; 
1 in reality ſuppoſing 1 Satisfaction to be 
m Wade at all, or (as your Author expfeſſes it) tis 
1: Nigg it to nothing. For, "whoſoever affr.ns 
30d e Son to be individually the ſame with the Fa- 


her who ſent him; docs indeed in empty Words. 
em to magnify his Saviour, but in Truth and 
ality reduces him to be nothing more than a 


Man. s 


Pr 0 | 
"i vas formerly (you ſay) thorght ſufficient to , 

was i 2 Titles, Attributes, and — NA 4 Ne: 
tly, BY that belong to the moſt bigh God, are in Scrip- 

hoſe I tre aſcribed to the Son of God. And you 

who te an eminent Writer affirm ing, that to each 


the three Perſons the HIG HES! Titles Pref: pag. 
n od are in & RIPIURE at- 12. 
tribute d. But you did very well, not to cite 
Texts themſelves of Scripture upon this Head; 
cauſe therein the Contrary would plainly 
ve appeared. The bigheft Titles of God in 
nipture, are; Ur, the moſt High; or Su- 
; N αẽn,De, the Almigbty, or, Supreme 
All; es Sts, vai moThe eh, the ; 
God and Father of all; eg Fog bf 5 m Ephel.4,"4 
Te, the One God, OF whom ar: all Things: cor. S, 6. 
th ſeveral Others of the like Import, cited 
Dr Clarke's Scripture-doctrine, Part II. 8 10!) $a 
lich are Never applied, in any Place of 

pture, either to the Son or Spirit. And 
e Attributes which ae aſcribed 

| 2 as 


\ 


( 145 ) 

to the Son or td the Spirit, yet are aſcribed to 
the Father in a bigher and more eminent Mamer 
Mat 19, As when our Lord ſays, There.zs none GOOD, 
. but One, that is, God the Father; ( ſo that Tix 
was read by almoſt all the primitive Writen 
See Dr Clarke's Reply to Mr. Nelſon's Frien 
pag. 47.) And, in the Song of the Lamb 
Rev. 16, to Him that ſat on the Throne, Thou { only a 
' 4. _ HOLT: And, tbe only Potentate : And, who: 
£5, 16. Nat Immortality,z And, ef | that Day an 
Matt. 24, Hour KNOWELIH no one, but the Father on 
36. and the like. And when high Attributes ar 
aſcribed to the Son, and to the Spirit; tis in 
nĩfeſtly in ſuch a Manner, as implies their nx 
being independent, but derived from the Fathe 
Joh. , 26 As, The Father hath Given to the Son, to | 
3 Life in Himſelf: And, All Power is Given 
19. him in Heaven and in Earth: And, God bath Gi 
Eph. 1, 22. ven bim to be the Head over all Tvings: And, I 
Joh. 3 Son can do nothing of Himſelf, bit what be jel 
19, 20. the Father do; fo what Things foever He doh 
theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe ; For the Ful 
| loveth the Son, and ſheweth bim all. Tom 
Joh ic, that bimſelf. duth: And, the Son knoweth a 
30. * Things, becauſe be came forth from God An 
Toh. 15, The Holy Gho „the Comforter, the Spirit | 
26. Truth, proceedeth and is ſent from the Fath 
Rom. 8, and maketh Interceſion according to the Vill. 
A 2.4, God, and works Miracles and diſtributes Gift 
Joh. 16, according to the Will of God; And ſpeaks, nt 
13. bimſelf, but what be bears; And is never repu 
ſented as fitting on a Throne, or exerciſing Jul 
1 Pct. 1, Nent or Dominion, but always as ſent down fn 
12. Heaven as the Gift and Power and Witneſs of tht 
| _ Father and of Chrift. And whereas the York 
paid to the God and Father of All, is alu 
abſolute, ultimate and ſupreme; the Worſvip pal 
in Scripture to the Sox, is (on the contra 

| Bern EXC all 
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Fare B God, the 215 a, 


Father ;, that the Fatber may riſed in the ln * 
Son; becauſe the Father ty 5 ed bim and gi- — 14» 
wi bim a Name which is above every Name,; and Phil. 2. 9, 


1 that all hould honour the Son, e- Joh. 53 
as they bonenr-the Father,” becauſe the Father *> 23 
2 committed all Judgment unto the Son, (that's 

the Reaſon alledged by* our Saviour himſelf in 

that very Text}) and becauſe the Son bas waſb-g., , 5. 

ed ns from our Sim in his own Blood, and has made © 
Kings and Prieſts to God and bis Father.” And 

tothe HolyGboft, there is no one Inftance in 

te whole Scripture, of any direct A of Ado- 

age or Hroocation ever paid at all; As ap ars 

* — — collected by Dr d. in his Scrip- 

locfrine. 

but. ** the Son (you ſay) is alſo worſbipped ee 25. 

and immediately invocated in Unity with the 44 

8 they, when there is no expreſs mention 0 of ts 

5 Mediation; as 1 Th. 3, 11, Now God him- 

p ' felt and our Father, (Be our Father, | and 

our Lord eſus Chriſt, direct our Way un- 

' to you: 2 Th. 2, 16, Now our Lord 

Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, and God even our Fa- 

ther. comfort your Hearts. To which 

lr; that (beſides that theſe Texts are ca- 

. underſtood by comparing them with thoſe 
fore-cited ) the diff erent Ground of Invocation 
expreſly 2 in theſe — Texts themſelves, 

y the DiſtinQion the Apoſtle therein uſes, 

at God is the Father, and the Lord is Feſus 

nh. Which is the ſame Diſtinction that he 

1 Tim. 2, 5, There is One God, and One Me- 

0 p teur; And 1 Cor. 8, 6, To vsthere is but Ons 

od, the Futher, whom are all Things, and One 

ord, Feſus Chri whom are all Toings. He 
des not ſay only, he Father is * z which 

May alſo, ia a true —_ be _—_ 

3 


of the Sou : But be ſays, God is. the Futber; 


whoſe Yefigition of God is, that be js. (not the 
Fatber of all, but) the {bxee,,Revjons. Which 


te Apaſtle might às properly have ſaid, 10 1 


Þ&- 25+ | 


latter manner of ſpeaking, being the conſtant 


e 


which is the direct Contradictoty to Jour Notion, 


Notion if it were right, it would follow that 


there ij but Oue God, viz p the Jom or; To Us ther 
is but Ous God, viz, the Hol Gh z as, to li 
there is but One God, viz, the Faber. Which 


Language of Scripture and of the primitiu 
Writers; and the former t eing never found er 
ther in Scripture, or in any antient Writers 
this amounts to a Demonſtratien that your Ops 
nion is erroneous, and the Comment only of l 
ter Ages. And the Apoltle's praying, in the Te 
two Texts you cite, for Direction and Comfort did 
from God even the Father, and from our Lon 
Feſus Ghriff 5 does no more infer an identici 
Equality betwixt them, than That: other Paſlap 
(which you never care to cite,) 1. Tin. 5, 2 
J charge. thee befare God, and the Lord Jeſu 
"Chriſt, and the ele Angels, proves an iden X 
Equality between God and Chtzft and Angels, 
Tou add: Ibis Adoration: to the Sol, 
eis done by Angels, who have 0 need of l 
Mediation: And though they worſhip Him whit 
I the Lamb of God to Us, yet wot as a Sacriſa 
&« {jor Them, hut as the. One adorable-Being G0 
« whom all Worſhip is appropriated. Andi 
Proof of This, you allege three Texts; J 
“5, 23, Wat all ſhould. honour the Son, er 
64 as they honour. the Father; And Rev.) 
4 11, 2, Where the Angel are repreſente 
as worſhipping the Lamb; And © Ja. 453 2 


« 22, 1 am: Gad and None elſe, — unto 
ever) Anee Hall bow, viz, at the Day "if lt 
Judgment, when all hall fand before the , 


1/4 
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Crgr ) | 
nent Seat of Chrift, as St Paul applies That 
Prophecy of -[ſaiab, Rom. 14; 10, 11. Now 
at thele three Texts, the ff proves directly 
the the contrary to what you bring it for, For 
ich N our Saviour does not ſay, as You do, that All 
bat I fond therefore honour the Son even as they honour 
| 2 m_ py 1s the _ Adorable - 
Bring to whom all Worſhip is rated ; but he 
lays expreſsly on the 3 All ſhould 
Therefore bonour the Son even as they bonour tr Fa- 
ther, becauſe the Father hath committed all Fulgment 
no the Son. Which Words being the di ect keaſon 
ziven by our Saviour himſelf in the very Sen- 
tence 2 cite a Part, it was by no Means 
emmendable for you to omit them, and give 
contrary Reaſon of your own. The ſecond 
Text you refer to, viz, Rev, 5; 11, 12, you 
0d well alſo not to cite at length; ' becauſe if 
you had recited the Words, every Reader would 
tave ſeen that they are dire#ly contrary to what 
you cite them for. For whereas you affirm 
that the Angels there warſhip: the Lamb © as 
= tb: One: Adorable Being to whom All Worſhip is 
* appropriated; and not as a Sacrifice for them ; * 
the Text itſelf ſays on the contrary, that they 
0 vorſhip him, not as the One Adorable Being to 
vhom all Worſhip'is appropriated, but expreſs- 
Nas Him that was flam, that was ſlain a Sacri- 
t, not indeed for Them, but for Men; for which 
Goodneſs of God, Angels and Men jointly return 
tanks to God which ſitteth on the Throne, and 
the Lamb which was ſlain. The Words are; I 
beard the Voice of many Angeli ſaying, Nor- | 
thy isthe Lamb that was SLAIN ———; and Glo- | 
and Power be into Him that ſitteth upon 
ie Throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and 
er, The third Text, cited by you out of 
W/aiab, (into Me every Knee = bow, | is ſpoken 
" on 4 


O 


| | 4 15 2 Y 
ny en 
at the Day ot ment, (acco to 
St Paul's Application,) when God ſhall judge 
the World by Fejas Chrift : And fo the word, 


Gad, in Fom. 14, T1, plainly ſignifies God thi 


Father; As Pr Clarks has ſhown in His Reply to 
Ar Nelſon's. Friend, pag. 166. But where the 
Scripture ſays that every Knee ſhall bow to Chriſt 
perſonally, of ; Tings in Heaven, (that is, d 
Angels,) nd of Things in Earth, and of - Thing 
under the Earth, (that is, of Men, quick and 
dead ;) the.Reaſon.and Ground of this Worſhiy 
is expreſſy added; that God bath Given hin 
Name which is above every Name, tothe End thi 
every Tongue | ſhould confeſs bim to he Lord, to thi 
Gloryof Cod the Fatber, Phil. 2 3%, 10, 17. 


54g. 25, 60. You add further: Whereas Dr Clarks 


c ſeems to think that the Ont God, who requird 
* Himſelf to be Only worſhipped, Matt. 4, 70 
vas the Father only ; -—— the contrary appem 
% from the Command given to the Angel, 
* Heb. 1, 6, When he brought his firſt-begot 
<< ten into the World, he ſaid; let all the An- 
“gels of God worſhip him! hich 'Worhy 
& they \p#id Him upon bis fit coming no . 
* World, Luke 2; 13, 14. Bat now, inte 
ality beſides that the Lord God ſpoken gf in 
Matt. 4, 10, is by the whole Fehour of 
ture, and particularly by our Saviour him 
Fob. 4, 23, plainly declared to be the Fathit 
only; | The true Worſhippers ſhall worſhip thi 
FATHER in Spirit and in Truth, for uhe FA: 
THER . ſeeketh ſuch to worſpip him; GOD f 
Spirit, and they that worſhip HIM, muſt wor 
IM in Spirit and in Truth :| Beſides this 
ay,) That very Text, which you cite to the 
cqutrary, Heb. 1, 6, evidently ſhows the Jam 
Thing. For whereas God, even the Fat 7 


J 


4 


EMI... 

[ 8388 Lxbt ixht of Nature to be worſhip- 
the onl begotten is here worſhi pg on- 
OM AND: Every 1 bings in 

dein to him, becauſe God had given 

nz Name above every Nane. And, whereas God, 
2 7 ene The nh: 

Norten 18 E ted to Worihi 2 
tular*T7 5 en be bringeth 7 fron 72 

luden into'the World, he ſaith, let all the fx 

God worſhip Vin. Which particular Time, 

e Apofitle in 75 A beer K. in the Words 

mneviately 8 eclares to be, 

hen he fat = at The 225 Hand of the Maje 1 

on Higb; o much better thavs | 

16 6 bi N 1 eritance obtained a more 

alert Name that Bey; For unto which of the 

aid be at any Thane, thou art my Son, This 
ky bave I 5 tten thee. And the ſame Apo- 
le one wot af 955 very ſame Thing, As 


FLING that the-words, Thou art 
an Day be 7 begotten thee, were Then 


fle 675 ral fe eſus rom the 
dead, Ab 1 250 e 
4 A t heavenly Places, —— and 
Things under bis Feet, Very abſurd therefo 12 
cle next Words of ours; * Which Vor- 
Hip, they (the Angel ped bin ipanbis firſt co. 
ming into the e World, Luke 23 13, 14. 
Wor nothing is more evident even to the mean- 
ſt Reader, than that thoſe Words, [a Multi- 
ie of the heavenly Hoff, praiſmg God, and ſay- 
„ Glory to God in the Hi beft,) do not repre- 
ut the Angels (as you ſuppoſe) worſhipping 
Fe who was then born, but praiſing God in 
reſence of the She herds upon Account of. 
e Birth of Chriſt the Saviour. 
But to return to That which I began with, 
pan this Head, However theſe Things be, 


. 1542 
it was Formerly thought ſufficient © (you tell tu 
to allege ſich kind of Proofs as theſe. And 

this is à very pleaſant  Oblexvation indeed, 
when the Queſtion is about Truth and Strength 

of Argument. Thus, the Texts which ds 
dare Godꝰs juſt Power to caſt of the Nation 

the mbelizving Fews, have Formerly. (and aln 
zmverſally) been thought. - ſuſſicient Proots of 
God's having from Eternity abſolutely and unc 
ditianately reprobated the greateſl. Part of Max 
kind to eternal Damnation. Thus, St Fans af 
firming that the wicked an idolatrons Gentil 
were by Nature. (that is, id their unconpertu 
State,) Children of „ rab, when they walked i 

the Lufts of the Fleſh ; has Formerly been thought 


i 5. 8 


Sor —_= cm, 


* 


2 ſuſicient Proof, that All Hilden (meaning b 

Fants,) are 15 Born in 95 and Children o Weak 
as fu to deſerve eternal Torments.. 
fgurative Expreſſions of habitual Sinners being 
dead in Treſpaſſes and Sim, hawe"*Formerly | been 
thought ſuficient Proofs 25 Hens having bt 
rally no more Freedom of Val, or Tower to 1. 
form their Lives, than the Dead have to mise 
themſelves to Life. And, to mention no mor 
Inſtances; the Words of our Saviour, This hm 
Body, have been Formerly for many Ages, 
and ſtill are, in the greateſt Part of the World 
that calls Rfelf Chriſtian, impiouſly and ab- 
furdly thonght a ſuficient Proof, that Breadis 
Eterdlly the Body of Chrifts And yet in real 
ty, there is nothing in- any one of theſe Texts 
of Scripture, that would of itfelf mis- lead even 
the moſt ordinary Underſtanding ; nor an 
Thing more than ſuch natural Figures of Speech, Iy « 
as are continually underſtood perfectly well tha 
withont any Danger of miſtaking, even by th . 

meaneſt Perſons, in common Converſation. I 7 


* 
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\What you n your Preface, pag. 119 
concerhing the Meaning of the Word Febo- 


uh; I ſhall have Occaſion to conſider pre- 


* . # \ l " 
e * 4 


Your Book itfelf yon begin, (pag. 1,) with al- 
ſrming that 55 Council of Vice fp by the 
Word a, mean, of one INDIVIDUAL 
ſbſlance. Now this clear Declaration how lit- 
tle yqu were acquainted either with the Greek 
Language or with Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, or in- 
deed even with ſuch modern Learned Writers, as 
p. Bull and Others; may reaſonably be ſup- 
poled to have been One Reaſon, why Dr Clarke's 
wer to Jour fiſt Letter, was little more 
than-a civil Deſiring to forbear entring into 
Controverſy With you. And now that yo 
(bave printed your Letter, all reaſonable Perſons 
cannot but wonder, how a Man of your Good+ 
nels can ſatisfy nis Conſcience without know- 
ny at all whereof be arm. For, ſurely, tis 
not doing right to the Unlearned, to tell them, 
that becauſe the ambiguous Engliſh Words, « 
me Subſtance, and the Latin Words, wnins Sub- 
fantie,. (which amhiguous Tranſlation was the 
irft Cauſe of Miſtake in the Latin Church,) 
my poſſibly ſignify of one INDIVIDUAL 
lance; that therefore the Greek Word bi- 
, which is not ambiguous, can ſignify fo 
too; and, much more, that it can ſignify ſo in 
the Nicene Creed, where the Compilers expreſs- 
ly explain themſelves on thecontrary to mean, 
that the Son was begotten [i 7# mxTeG-, re- 
u ix A. Beleg Tu pee] of the Father, that is, 
of the, Subſtance of the Father; thereby decla- 
ung the Subſtance of the Father to be in their Q. 
pinion the Father bimſelf, and conſequent 

| no 


Ne. 1. pot individually the Son alſo. 


. 
E 
The Arguments you 
were preparing to bring againft_ the Notion of 
One Subſtance Jorcifcalh or n KIND, would ea 
fily have been very ſtrong indeed, (not, to pam 
that the wee Council did not 5 120 1 ut 
0 prove that their Doctrine was Falſe,) if it 
mad b been meant in "Ie and proper x 
Conſtruction, as to imply that the Son n 
fJelf-ex 0 as well as the Father: But hoy 
that Notion may be underſtood in 2, Seul 
not © nn to Scripture, . Dr Cl, has (1 
think) ſhown in his ScriptereedoGrine , '. pa. 
465. However 52 be; what the true gig. 
cation of the Wor 1 0 {48G 18, the ſame A 
has largely ſhown in bis Reply .to the. Extr 
Ze 
age of Baſil, is deciſive; Epiſt. 300, & Y d 
Td ste cee eee, NN rige £7740, 
One and the ſame Thing is nat Conſubſtantial ty 
itſelf, but Oue Thing is 
To which I may add a very remarkable dem 
gence out of Athanaſuss B. ng Mice; [cn 
yg vid Sfr, ag of Le Mun, Niger 


/ 


rec pugvogmoy, ual N Ss, nol tv. TS14 
dverigerres Th Evert viov :] Wade not, {aith he, af: 


Fm that One and the Sams is hoth Father and Sou 


a3 the Sabellians do, who" teach that they are On 
mdroidual, and uot Conſubſtantial ; thereby 111 
away the Sm very Beings, 17 the Leame 
Bp Bull; r Sabellim ip e nunquam Filium 
lubens dixiſſet Patri 5uosmor, ed potius mT 


Soo; Fe, 2, cap. 1, 93) Aſſuredly, ſays he, 


Sabel world never have choſen to bade 1 
led the Son Conſubſtantial with the Father ; 

won!ld rather have called them One individual 
ty in Subflance, There js alſo a very obſer 


gable Paſſage of Origen, which you may - 
WTS HL 30 AT Tu we 
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ſuhſtantial to Anotber. les, 


# 


and Subje&ion' tothe Father for our Sakes, « 

3 % Mediatour between God and Man. And 
pa. 7. again: The Son of God bad voluntarily —— 
<« made bimſelf ſubject and ſubotdinate to te 

“ Father, ue the carrying on this gracious Defy, 
Pref.p. 7. And again: The voluntary Conſent, and Agree 
ment of the Three divine Perſons Kc. I hope, 
and believe, you did not here ſee the Conls 
quence of yo affirm. For aſſuredly, up 

on further Couſideration, you will find it to be 
a very dangerous Aſſertion, aud, in its neceſlay 
Conſequences, extremely derogatory, to the Hr 
nour of God. That Chriſt did voluntarily tab 
upon himſelf the Office of a Mediatour, that i; 
did with perfect Delight, and Agreeablenelsy 
his Own ill, fulfil the Vill of bis Fatber in 
this whole Difpenſation; is certainly; aver 
great Truth. But to ſay that the Son was ſk 
ordjnate to the Father, not naturally, as being 
Begotten of Him; but by voluntary Agreenm 
only, upon this particular Occaſion; | 8 
ſaying that the Father might as well (if the 
had thought fit ſo to agree it) have becom 
ubordmate and ſubje# to the Son, and han 

n ſent. and been given by him to take o 
Nature upon him, and therein to have died far 
the Sins of the World. Conſider, I beſeech yot 
ſeriouſly : Is not this the direct and immedid 
Conſequence of your Doctrine? And if it i 
does it not ſurprize you? Or do you not fee 
that, in any of the primitive Ages, this would# 
have been thought the Higbeſt Blaſphemy? Be 
ſides: Voluntary Agreement ſuppoſes Two diu 
Wills in the Perſons Agreeing; and Two diftns 
Wills make Two diſtindt intelligent Agents; and Tua 
diſtinct intelligent Agents, if co-ordinate and un D 

ly Supreme, (whatever be or be not ſuppoſed wk by. 

| WE 
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yo) 
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One Jupreme” intelligent Agent is One 


a . , #3; . „t! a 
re. 
14 q 


ods, A8 
yr — 


Sn. 

=o ey,) | baving the SAME Riebt of Dominien 

ohe, — the Sams Subjeckt, are = The, Supremes, 

nie BY but One Supreme.” Fir, it is without any 

gg from Scripture, that you affirm each of 

dae Three Perſons to have the SAME Right of 

nion. For Scripture never ſtiles any 


f, but the Father only, UIG. The moſt 
ſyb, and TovTmox TRE the Almi bty or Supreme 
n of the Univerſe,” The One God and Fa- 
of All, who is above All; One God, the E- 
F whom are AllThings; With ſeveral other 
E I1ke Expreſſions,” which you always induſ- 
ouſly avoid mentioning. The Dominion 
hich the Son hath both in Hcaven and in 
ud, is never ſpoken of but as Given him 
m the Father. And the Holy Ghoſt is never 
reſented in Scripture, as fitting on any 
wne, or exerciſing any proper Domiviom at 
; but always as ſent or given of the Father. 
ouly, ſuppoſing it true, that each of the 

tee Perſons had the SAME Right of Domini- 
then, either the Three Perſons bei ng Three 
ms zgents, (whatever were their Subſtance.) 

uld be Three Supremes, not One Supreme ; (and 

diſtin SUPREME intelligent Agents would 


r Subſtanoes;) or elſe, they not being 
re diftint Agents at all, but only different 
nation, of One and the ſame Agent, Soci- 
Tim conſequently would be the true Chri- 
9" I" Doftrine.* Nor can this Argument be eva- 
0 e by that Mean Sul terfige, of our being ig 
tne ot of the Nature of God. For whatever Pro- 

- Has; poſition 


\ 


ir Subſtance or Subſtances,) are as clearly Two 


Bat * The Father, Sen, and Holy Gbof, (you pu; 16 


* 
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hy _- 
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mly be Three Gods, in One Subſtance, as in 
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ſition is demonſtrated at all, is equally demov 
Mate to be Due in all nkxown as well as in ul 
known Natures. For otherwiſe, if any wikn 
Truth could be contrary to any known Truth, i * 
very Propoſition of Euclid might in Math:nil / 
ticks be falſe with regard to ſome-unknown FW ti! 
ſences; and Tranſubſtantiation might be true ii v 
One Nature, though not in z andm r 
1 

M 


might be deceived in our Proof of every on 
the divine Attributes both natural and mor 
upon Account of the Inco ſibleneſs 
the Nature of God; And & the whole Fon 
dation both of all Knowledge and of all Reli 


would be removed at once. 


Paz. 9+ But to proceed: By the Word God, f. 
ſay,) © we mean the Divine Eſſence or Subſtam 
Not ſo; But we always mean Him, whoſe I. 
Eſſence or Subſtance is. The Word King, du 
not ſignify the Eſſence or Subſfance of the Li 

ug but it ſignifies the Perſon Himſelf, who byh 
Eſſence is a Man, and by his Dominion is In 
Thus likewiſe the Word God, in the Theol 
cal Senſe, the ſupreme Lord and God of tbe l 

_ verſe, does not ſignify the Eſſence or Subſt 
of God; but it ſignifies the Perſon bimſelf x 
by his Eſſence is in himſelf abſolutely a 
Being, and by his Dominion, Power, an 
thority, is the God and Father of All. I 
the Dr has ſhown at large, in his Comment 
on Matt. 19, 17, in the Reply to Mr Nl 
Friend, pag 29. And there is à very rem 
able Paſſage to This Purpoſe, in the Lean 
Mr Mede's Diſcourſe 35th, on Fer. 10, 
* 1, All M (faith he) by God, do under} 
* ſome PERSON, or a Living and Reaſons 
* Eſſence. 2, All Men-will grant That whi® 
* God, to be the moff excellent of Al 5 


| C( 16r 

SONS or Living Eſſences, 3. The Perfefions 
of a Living and Reaſonable Eſſence, are three- 
fold ; in the Underflanding, in the Will, in the 
Faculties of Working, In the Underſtanding, ;s 
Wiſdom; In the Will, Goodneſs ; In the Facul- 
ties, Power, 45 hat ſocver therefore bath a Sy- 
vereignty in theſe Three, is the moſt excellent of 


ſons, as he explained himſelf above.] © 4U 
Men therefore, if they want not the ordinary 
Uſe of Reaſon, will aſſent; that under the 
Name of God, they mean HIM to whom be» 
lngs a Sovereignty of Wiſdom, a Sove- 
rignty of Goodneſs, a Sovereignty of Pow- 
er and Might. Thus far we agree and walk 
together. But the Error of the Nations bath 
been in the Application; namely, to Whom be- 
Imged this Sovereignty ; and whether it belonged 

to Many, or to One A one. | 


Tou proceed: Can Dr CI. poſſibly think, 
bat a ſupreme intelligent Agent which go- 
rerns the World, 7s 2 Defmition of the Eſſence 
if God? No certainly; But tis the De- 
tion of Him whoſe that Eſſence is. And 
is ſo plain; that you cannot expreſs your 
a different Notion, without ant Abſurdity in 
very Terms you uſe. By the Word God, 
u ſay,) Dr Cl. well knows we mean the 
Vine Eſſence.” But ſurely Nobody can 
J or ſo much as imagin?, ſo great an Ab- 
ty, For the Divine Eſſence is (as you your- 
* it in the next Sentence) the Eſſence 
God. Now if by the Word God, you mean 
Divine Eſſence, then what (Tbeſeech you) do 
mean by the Eſſence of God? Not the Eſſence 
leems) of that ſupreme intelligent Agent which 
the World, but the Eſſence of the drome 
oe” M Eſſence, 


Living and Reaſonable Eſſences, * | that is, ot 


pag 9. 


pag Jo- 


pag. 29. 


pas. 9. 


Eſſence of God. Again: Dent 6, 4, ( 


bag. 6. 


„„ the ſup reme Agent , that governs the Warll 


teous, before the Wor 


ſufficient Proo 


next Words are a moſt manifeſt Confutil 


Sree : 


162 ) 


There, Is not this, admirable Arguing ? a 
very edifying to Chriffian Readers? But 1 
go on: He aftually was the ſame God, br 
ever there ty a World made for bim to *. 
00 ſo might for ever have been the ſame din ca 

ence which be is, thoughybe bad never | 


cc 


Again: 0 Supremacy relatin gon to a World 
Ey bis arbitrary Agen 15 not neceſſari 
25 long to the Eſſence 0 God, and ſo cam 
much as enter into the Definition of. it. 1 
again: defining God to be the Supreme Gm 
* nour of the Univerſe, is asif the World vent 
* eternal with him. I have already anſi 
all This, above; and ſhall here only as 
this one Queſtion : Is it any Part of thet 
Definition of God, to ſay that he is mei 
and good, juſt and righteous If it be, then 
the ſame Senſe ahead that merciful and gt Pro 
that juſt and righteous Agent which now go 
the World, was merci 115 ul and good, juſt andi 
d was; in the very lua* 
Senſe was he ſupreme likewiſe in Power and} 
minion. Iis hard to conceive, how you < 
really be in earneſt in bringing ſuch An 
ments; But your ſincere Pre or you know 
what, makes you think any empty Won 
4 of what you thin vl oom 
proved, whether it can or no. 
But you allege further: Jehovah, ff 
** the Eſſence of God” Of this, your oOwnn 


* Otec God, (youſa „ in the New Te 
„the Tranſlat tation 0 Je hovah z— om. „ © 
* Abrabam believed God: That is, if et 
Obſervation was right, Abraham believed ua 


Gad, or one Fehaovab; Which Word Wh 
4 


=» 


* fymfies, not M narchy or Dominion, but Eſſence 

* or Being; and that there is none beſides HIM, 
Kc. Here again your own Words expreſsly 

conjute themſelves. For if Febuvah ſignifies 

HIM, of whom it is ſaid that there is None 

ede Him; then tis plain that it neither ſig- 

nifies Monarchy nor Dominion nor Eſſence nor 

eig, but HA whoſe That Eltence and 

| 7 1 8 is. Fs 8. 8 33 
Eſence (you ſay) is altogether a ſcriptural TY 
Term, being the Engliſh of Jehovah.” From 4 "gs oY 
hat has been ſaid, tis evident that this is not 

d. The Word Fehovab, tis very probable, 

bes indeed, by its Etymology, allude to the 

dell. exiſtence (though it may alſo, as Mr Ainſ- 

porth obſerves, allude as well to the Immutabi- 

lity of God's Promiſes: But we allow it to allude 
probably to the Self· ex iſtence) or neceſſary Ex- 

aſtence of God; And ſo likewiſe does the 


ecrek, * 9 c yo as 1 wap, 5 r, 
Nees not ſignify the ſelf-exiftent Eſſence itſelf, the 
os, or the Subfance 5 but Hin the Perſon 
nal boſe that Eſſence is: So likewiſe does the 


ebrew, Febovab, Wherefore, ſuppoſing the 
bon to be that Angel of the Lord, who in the 
d Teſtament is ſtyled ſometimes Jehovah and 
ſemetimes the 4agal of Febovab ; nothing can 

poſſibly follow from thence, but what muſt ne- 
flarily infer either too much for you, or too 
little. For his being ſtyled Jehovab, will un- 
woidably prove, either that he was literally 
and perſonally Jehovah himſelf, the very Per- 
on of the Almighty Father, whoſe Name (and 


tot the Name of an Eſſence or Subſtance) Je- 
vid evah is: Or elſe it will follow that he was fo 
4, 0 iled, as being the Repreſentative of the inviſi- 
you ble God and Faber of all, the Angel or Meſſenger 


Vibe Covenant, in whom the Name and Autho- 
| | | M 2 rity 


i 5: 
. 0 A . 


0164) 
rity of God was. Thus Judg. 2, 1, The Angel f 
the Lord ſaid, I made you to go up out of Aigypt — 
unto the Land which 1 ſware unto your Father 
And Zech. 12, 8, The Houſe of David ſhall be off 
God, as the Angel of the Lord. And Mal. 3,1 

. The Lord whom ye ſeek, ſhall ſuddenly come to l 
Temple, even the Meſſenger | or Angel] of f 

Covenant. And in the Revelation, ch. 11; 1 
2, even an inſeriour Angel is introduced ſpeal 
ing in the Name and Perſon of God; The Aw 
gel flood, ſaying, — I will give Power unto M. 
Two Witneſſes, &c. Nay, when the Repreſ: 
tative of God was a falſe and forbidden one, 
in the Inſtance of the Golden (ap yet the H 

preiſion is, To Morrow is a Feaft to the Lil 
mn? to Febovab, Exod. 32, 27. 


p:2 33 In ſome Places, you declare you * do fi 
* * believe three Perſons REALLT diſting ii 
one from another: That you © find in Sj I 
© tme a REAL Diſtinction of Tbres: Thy,” 
pg. 11. © being liquid reale poſitroum * | ſomethin 
REAL and poſitive, ] “ that does eminent) 
« finguiſh each One of the Three from the Otl 
* Iwo:”* And you cite, with Approbatidl 
Y 
| an eminent Writer affirming, that * th! 
Pref, page * Three are ſpoken of with as much Diſtndu 
12. from one another in Scripture, as we iſe 
* ſpeak of Three diſtind Perſons.” Yet at f 
pag. 33 ſame Time, you contend for One IND 
« DUAL Subftance,” in Contradiction * 
yourſelf; and in direct Contradiction alſo 
the Comncil of Nice, who (to expreſsthe Sn 
* Gee py being derived from the Father as * One Li 
Clarke's [not, as The Light] is derived fv 
Rep'yto Another Light,) uſed the Word 644z"t 
OO corſubſtantial, in Oppoſition to „. 7 
Friend, Tabatk g-, which fignifies of One IND 
pak · 158. | D 


PETS I Os 


5 (- 165 ) 
WAL Subſfance. And you are very earneft 
© 0 Wbout *© individual Eſence, and foyular E[-Pref. pag. 
* ſence ; of which there are no Footſteps in i. 
cripture. And your whole Argument, (as I 1 b. 
Wave largely ſhown above,) if it proves any 
hing, proves that the Son is in 10 Senſe 
Wvubatever the Word Perſon be underſtood to 

ify, more than the mere relative Denomi- 
ations of one and the ſame Perſon ſuſtaining 
lifferent Titles or Characters ;) I ſay, your 
hole Argument tends to prove, that the Son 
in no real Senſe a diſtin® Perſon from the Fa- 
ber. And then you approve of the School- 
anner of ſpeaking, that the Three Parſons pag. ro- 
are, Tres MODI ſubfiſtendi, Three MODES of 
alli; and yet you © abbor ſuch apa. 11. 
Thought, as to intend Modes indeed, when 
ou ſay Modes; but you uſe the Word analogi- 
lh, that is, without any Meaning at all: 
ſhereas Bp Bull clearly acknowledges that [res Deſenſ 
mularis per ſe ſubſiſtens, in rebus intelle&u pra- Scl. 2. 
tis idem eſ quod Perſona, an individual Thing “ 
ar Being, ſubſiſting by itſelf, is, in Things imu- 
iwith Underſtanding, the ſame as Perſon. And 
Order to ſupport all this ſtrange Confuſſon, 
or which there is no Manner of Ground in 
ipture,) you think it ſufficient to Repeat over 
| over again a mere Jargon of Works out of 
e School-menz not indeed Words, but mere 
nds without any Senſe or Signification at all. 
as; © Amongſt us Men, Perſonalitas eff bag. 10. 
Diftin&io unius ab omnibus aliis in eadem Natu- ; 
1a ſpecifica, ” f.. e. Perſonality is the Di- | 
inction of One from all Others in the ſame 
ick Nature:] But © the three Perſons, ” 
00 Real Diſtinction of Three in the Kula, 
„ © fence of God, (in the individual Eſſence of 
DI od, ſo you expreſs it in the ſame Fuge,) are 
Us | M 3 3 


= 


; pag. 11. 


page 21. lt rium, infinitam Subſtantiam ſeu 1 
4 


1% Tres Modi fubſiftendi, Three Modes of ſubſift- 
S analogizally.” For, Offcmum & Uſus Modi 
« Meodns fubſiflendi in Deo non componit, ſed di 


. © of ſubſiſting in God, doth not compound, 


Folien, (the Father being that whole Subje@,) thi 


pag. 21. 


(166) 


„ ing; yet not Modes wiivocally, ” but 


*© eft, non componere, ſed diſtinguere; Sic etian 


y f inguit mam Divinam Ferſonam ab alia,” 
[i e.“ The Office and Uſe of a Mode, is not to 
compound, but to diflinguiſn; So alſo a Mode 


** but diſtinguiſhes one divine Perſon from An: 
other; | © Soit is, Modus eminentialis, an ems 
*© nential Mode. Again: To theſe Words d 
the Doctor, if the Titles and Attributes were ſpoken 
of Cne and the Same individua. Subje#, it voul 


the. Son were nothing elje but the Father hinſeh 
the Reply you make is, Ut Perſona difting 
* tur ab Eſſentia, fie Proprietates Perſonals dift 
% gunmtur ab Efſentialibus, ” [i. e. As the 
* Perſon is dittinguiſhed from the Eſſence 
* fo the perſonal rente u diſtinguiſbe 
* from the eſſential Ones: ] And upon thi 
Diſtinction you allege, that the Tit 
* and Attributes mentioned in the Texts befor 
* cited, are eſſential | ot perſonal; © ! 
& lcxging to the Deity or divine Eſſence, and ſot 
* Father, Scn, and Holy Gboff: That itt 
{ay ; the Words J, and Me, and Him, and N 
'only ; are not (you think) perſonal, but fign 
fy each of them the Three whole Perſons of F 
ther and Son and Holy Ghoſt, * Again J, 
cCredimis unam eandemq; Perſonarum, licet M 1 . 


ter totam eſſentiam divinam poſſedet, totam iſ ie 
„ men & Fills, & Spiritus ſan@us : © i. 
Wie believe One and the ſame infinite Sv! 
&* ſtance or Eſſence of the ſeveral Perſons i J 

a ati 


; R 

— Father poſſeſſes the whole divine Eſſence; 
* * and yet the Son alſo poſſeſſes the Whole, and 
- WM. the Holy Spirit the Whole. J And again: 
74 * Juſtice, Holimeſs, Goodneſs, and other Attri- bac. 34: 
1 , God, are Really bis Eſſence, and not 


„ % 7 from it, but only in our Conception : I am 
og Underſtanding, ſaith God, Prov. 8, 14; and 


= 


a God is Love, 1 Joh. 4, 8; (As if Salomon 
* ug 5t Fohn meant literally that Underſtanding 
mw ove was a Subſtance.) Cave fis ne Perfec- 
10 tiones Dei cogites eſſe Acclentia, aut diſpoſiti- 
yp * ones quaſdam ab Eſſentia ver* diſtinſtas, eandem 
g oe f . ſui modificantes , uti id obtinet in Crea- 


* turis, que recipiendo Adjunta quedam in ſeſe, 
* eo 1pſo majorem quaſi Perfetionis gradum conſe- 
„ quuntur, dum acquirunt quod in ſeipſis non poſſt- 
* debant: [i e. Take heed leaſt you ima- 
* pine the Perfections of God to be Accidents, 
* or certain Diſpoſitions truly diſtin& from 
* the Eſſence, and modifying it by their Ad- 
* dition ; as it is in Creatures, which, by re- 
* ceiving certain Adjunds in themſelves, do 
thereby obtain as fit were a greater Degree 
* of Perfection, whilſt they acquire what 
* they did not poſſeſs in Themſelves. *] 
You acted very judicgouſly, in for- 
bearing to tranſlate theſe Admirale School- 
Axioms into Engliſh z For undoubtedly t 
convey into any Man's Mind- juſt as m 
Senſe, and are juſt as intelligible, - in any un- 
own Language, as in any known one. But, 
that which is more material, and worthy of 
your more ſerious Conſideration, is; whether 
theſe dark ſcholaſtick Notions w. ich you are ſo 
fond of, be not more agreeable to ſome of the 
Doctrines of Yaltntinus, than to the plain and 
eaſy Expreſſions of Scripture. Some of the 
Notions of Valentims are thus expreſſed by 
, DM 4 Tertullian: 


( 168). 


Ptolomaus, — Nominibus & | 


Numeris Avznum diſtitzctis in“ 
Perionales Subſtantias, ſed extra 


Deum determinatas; quas Ja-. 


lertinus, in ipta ſummà Divinita- 
ti ut jenſus & adfetivs & morus 
iacluſetat. gd ver. Valentin. 5 4. 
Ar does not lienærs allude 10 
4h, when he ſaith; Unum 
eunden.q; omnium Deum PA- 
T&A:M laudantium, & non A- 
lium atꝗ; Alium, pea; ex diverſis 
Diis aut virturibus Subſtantiam 
habentem. Lib, 2. cap. 2. $ ut. 1 


Et tamen quem ſolum volunt, 
datt ei ſecundam in ipſo & cuin 
ipſo verſonam, Ennean, quam 


& h tin & Sigen inluper nem. 


nanc. 5 7. 


Parit—— Sige; & cuem pa- 
rit Nus eſt, ſimillimum Patri & 
Parem per muia, bid. | om- 
anon; Ny, 400 f » 10 
Ty mneocdabym. Ahh Here 
1.9. I, cap. 1.4 | | 


of ilence.] As theſe blind Notions of tit 
old Hereticks, whom Irexens ſomewhere deſcribt 
as Fhantaſma halentes Idololatrie, and to whom d 
John not improbably alludes when he ſays, 1 
Joh. 5, 21, Little Childi en, łeep yourſelves from | 
dols;1o (I cannot but think) the ro leſs blind Ne 
ions ot the modernSchool-men (whoſeUnderſtand 
ings; were clouded with a dark impenetr 
ble Mift cf falſe Metaphyſicks,) have been ei 
tremely injuricus to the Simplicity and Haim 
of the Goſpel of Chriſt, and one of the great 
Hindrences to1:s Propagation in the World. 


142. 13. But © Ve cun never (you ſay) argue what may be 


to be Alone, yet they ſuppoſ 


Y A 
22 : a faith 

e, diftyignſhed the Names 
2 ans of bis Mons in 
to perſonal Subſtances, extrin 
fic to the Deity; which Ve 
ientinus ſuppoſed to be ir 
ternal withm the Deity it 
felf, as certam Modes, 4+ 
fectionn, or Powers, A 
gain: Whico (Firſt Ni. 
ciple] though they ar m lin 


there is in and with bm 
a ſecond Perſon, whid 
they call Mind or Und! 
ſtanding, and alſo Lov, 
and Silence. And again: 
Silence, ſaith he, bray 
forth; and the Mind whic 
She , bringeth forth, is 1 
all Things like and equal t 
its Father, [to bim tha 
emitted it or produced it au 


0 or n 2Y not be in Ju b ay in omprebenſble N 
; | LI i & Hop * tart 


rss s s 58 8 8 * 


(fo + 
© ture [as That of God,] any otherwiſe than by. 


* the Scripture-Revelation-” For How know pC. 17, 


he what muſt needs be or what cannot be, in 


an Eſſence which be cannot undor tand? Anda. 2t | 


again: Whether this be ſo, or no, we muſt 
* argue from Scripture, which is deſigned for our 
Luder ſtanding; and not Tow; the droine Eſſence, 
* confidered in ſelf, which no humane Under ftand- 
© ing can fearch into. I anſwer, Firſt ; This is 
the very Thing the Dr contends for, and ſeems to 
have been the Deſign of his whole Book, to ſhow 
that all Queſtions of this Kind ought to be deter- 
mined by oh, 1 1 and not by the abſurd Meta- 
pbyſicksof the School men. But ſecondly ; The gene- 
ral Propoſition, in the Mamer you expreſs and 
apply it, is by no Means trhe, that we can never 
argue what may be or may not be in an incompre- 
henſible Nature or Eſſence. For though in ſuch 
a Nature there may be, and certainly are, ma- 
7 Things which we neither know nor under- 
nd at all; yet it may be, and is, neverthe- 
leſs certainly true,) that we are very capable of 
knowing, that ſome Things muſt neceſſarily be, 
and other Things cannot poſſibly be, even in the 
moſt incomprebenſible Nature. Properties that 
deſtroy each other, we are ſure, can no more 
belong to any wiknown, that to any known Eſ- 
ſence. Upon this Foundation, the ſame Attri- 
butes of God, which are declared in Scripture, 
are demonſtrable alſo by right Reaſon z His 
Immeyfity, his Anowledge, his Juſtice, his 
Goodneſs, and the like, And if this be fo: 
what Reaſon is there, why the Incomprebenſ#- 
bleneſs* of the divine Eſſence ſhould be alleged 
apainſt the Evidence of One Attribute only, the 
Unity of God, his perſonal Unity; when it is 
dot allowed to be of any Weight againſt the 
Evidence of any other perſonal Attribute, his 
; | perſonal 


bag · 21. 


But, tis evident, they are as truly Perſonal, 


Pag. 17, 


21, & 39. as clearly and undoybtedly ſpoken of the Son; 


pag. 26. 


Pak. 35. 


„ 


fon perpetually, and as conſtantly leave by 


„ 0 
W , of © SEDYE 
| Underſtanding, Knowledge,” oper, Good 
neſs, or the like? Theſe Attributes you love 
indeed to call Eſential, rather than Perſunal: 


- 
o - 
* 


as ae For no reaſon can be given why, 
to Underfland, to'Know, to Vill, to Ad, axe not 
as properly per ſonal Powers, as to Beget, _ 


The Two Texts, Rev. 1,8, I am Alpha a 
Omega, the Beginning and the Ending, ſaith the 
Lord, which is and wbich was and which is to come, 
The Almighty : And Rev. 11, 17, O Lord Gd 
pe which art and waſt and art to cone: 
"Theſe two Texts you cite Three ſeveral times, 


without taking the leaſt notice of, or attemp- 
ting to anſwer the Arguments, by which the 
Dr proved (in his Scripture-Do@rme, pag. 6! 
and 66,) that they are certainly ſpoken of the 
Father only. This is not uſing your unlearnel 
Reader fairly. * "SS 


The Texts, 1 Th. 3; 11,12; and 2 Th. 2; 
16, 17; and Rev. 5; 11,12, I have conſidered 
above ; pag. 149, and 1517. | 


"The Texts, Heb. 1, 6; and Luke 2; 13, 14; 
T have alfo conſidered above; pag. 153. 

You cite the Text, Matt. 19, 17, Therei 
None Good, but One, that is, God: without 
taking the leaſt Notice of, or attempting tt 
anſwer, the Arguments which the Dr alleg*WM 
at large upon That Text, to prove that tl, 
Words were all Frſonal; in Ms Reply to 
' Nelſon's Friend, pag. 39. Tis a yer ealy 
thod of arguing indeed, to repeat the Conc 


It SD 
P:mifes, upon which That Concluſion depends. 
v for hernſabves n epends, 


You ““ camot' but fear (you ſay) that Tl, pag. 36. 
[porſhipping the Father as the One Supreme 

bod, and the Son as Mediatour only,] © js the 
Reuiving the Doctrine of Demons.” What 
imilitude TT his Doctrine has to the Heathen- 
Doctrine of Dzmons, St Faul tells us plainly 
nongh, 1 Cor. 8, 5, There be that are called 
Gods, whether in Heaven or in Earth, (as there be 
Gods many and Lords many :) But to Us there is 

ut One God, the Father, of whom-are all Things, 
nd we in Hin; and One Lord, Feſus Chrift, by 
pom are all things, and we Of bim. And a- 
mn: Epb. 4, 4, There is One Spirit,. One 


01d, ——— One God and Father of all, who is 
ove all and through all and in you all, And a- 
nn, 1 Tim. 2,5, There is One God; and One 
ediatowr between God and Men, the Man Chrift 
Jeſus, See Mr. Mede's Comment on the for- 
ner of theſe Texts, in his Diſcourſe on 2 Pet, 
2,1; cited in Dr. Clarke's Scripture - Doctrine, 


. 5. . 

But yon cannot but fear — that we may g0 pz. 36. 
en to the Worſhip of Angels, Archangels, 

WW Thrones, Principalities, &c. according to their 

145 reſpective Chara ters, Powers, and Offices.” For, 

a the Son of God receives a bigher Worſoip up- bas · 37. 
aon the Accomit of bis bigher Aﬀions and At- 

W tributes relative to Us, ſo may Archangels and 

o U Angels receive a lower Worſhip upon the Ac- 

e count of their inferior ASions and Attributes 

WM relative to us.” And © hat will binder the pee. 33- 
" ll Angels, when preſent in our Aſſemblies, from 

-M being the Olje& of our Worſhip, as commiſioned 
. ar diane, upon the Account of that Character 


and Relation that they baue t Us, which is 
" Pr « made 


Dag. 36, 


manded, that to the One only Mediatour of His 


their own Hypotheſes) the Manner of Worſhp 


 ©® That all Men ſhuld honour the Son, even as they honour 


Hall we fop? You know, Theſe Queſtions 


up for Themſelves, by Will-worſhip and Volur 


( 172 ) 
nad the Ground of our Worſhip ? Aud where 


have been Otten anſwered : And therefore you 
add: Jo This it bas been anſwered on bebalf 
of Dr. Clarke, that theſe Angels and Arch- 
< angels are Creatures e & 0vTov, But did 
you never hear of any Other Anſwer? Did you 
never hear of an Anſwer made By Dr Clarks in 
his own Books, as well asof Anſwers made For 


bim? Did ycu never hear, that God has * con- 


Own appointment, every Knee ſhould bow, and that 
He has expreſsly forbidden the paying of Wore 
ſhip to Angels or any Other Mediatours, whom 
Men (contrary to the Command of God) ſet 


tary Humility, intrudimg into thoſe Things which 
they bave not ſeen,vainly puſt up by their fleſbly Mind; 
am wot holding the HEAD, 2 c2 Jam apt to be 
afraid, that Mens changing at any time (upon 


expreſsly appointed in Scripture, ought rather to 
be ſuſpeted as a breaking of the Fence, and a 
| Siving 


— — — 


* Td m xj met rc dM Wu, an. 
emdeutiy mel T7 bd, aumis em Ts i mt 
In 75 ,a. Fay d nur ervSumopicy W Tac” 
Ain mei Te lune, am citouer In dm 248 dnt 
aut T7. Tuadtas ive, mivns muon my vid, vg"; 
nu Ty meneg. Origen. contr. Celſ. lib. 8. That is: 
We demand of Ceſſus concerning thoſe [ Demons and Heroes 
which they worſhip, ] what Proof they have that the Supreme 
God hath appointed them to be worſhipped > And if, in Re- 
5. they pat fo Us the ſame Queſtion concerning Jeſus ; 
we can ſhow that God Hath appointed Him to be worſhipptd 3 


« the Father.” And Cyprian, De Bono Patientiæ » Pater 


Deus præcepit filium ſuum adorari ; i. e. God the Faith! 
r Commanded that his Son ſhould be worſhipped. 


— , 


Com 
jvin occaſion for the introdueing * of Other | 
g 5 than careleſs and ignorant Perſons are 
ware of. Falſe Worſhip, is either the giving 
That religious Honour to a' Falſe God, whic 
belongs only to the True God; or the giving 
That religious Honour to a Fifitions Mediator 
or Mediators, which is due only to the True 
Mediator, Mediatorial religious Worſhip cannot 
te paid to' God Himſelf; neither abſolutely, 
dor as united to any Other Being or Perſon 
whatſoever,” Either therefore Mediatorial Nor- 
ip ought not to be 1 * to Chrift at all; or 
he doing of it muſt be grounded upon the 
mand of God, | 


ESS © 5 1 as © © 


But the Generation of the Son, you are ſure, 

þ by © Neceffity of Nature: And, Genera- gg. 36. 
tion 7s Neceſſary to the Divine Eſſence, as nuch bat. 37. 4 
' 6 Underſtanding and Intelle# can be”, Surely, 
It is fomewhat too preſumptuous to be peremp- 
ry in This; if you conſider what Reaſon, 
mpture, and Antiquity ſay concerning this 
Matter. In Reaſon , if Generation was Neceſ= 5 
j to the Divine Eſſence, there would be no 
Lmitation of the Number of Perſons ſo gene- 
ated, In Scripture, the Beyetting of the Son, 

always mentioned as an A# of the Father ; 

nd if it were Neceſſary, - an Ad it could not 

de; For Action and Neceſſity are contradictory 

teas, Whatever Ads by Neceſſity, does not 

y Ad, but is indeed only Aﬀed upon. 

ateyer is Neceſſary to the divine Eſſence, is no 


1 — 


Re. A of God, but is the Reſult of that Neceſſity 
ſw; F Nature by which he Exifts. The Onmipre- 
Pr ere of God, the eternal Duration of bis Bei, 
puer {Ws Underſtanding, his $nowledge of every Thing, 
rather Fre not Acts of God, becauſe they depend not 


don his Vill, but ariſe from the ſame Neceſi- 
| ty 


* 


K 
ty as his Exiſtence itſelf: But whatever is an 
25 of God, whatever can with Truth be af- 
firmed to be Done by Him, muſt be an Ad 
of his Vill; becauſe tis Vill only, that con- 
ſtitutes and denominates an Agent. 80 that if 
the Mill of the Father was not concerned in 
the Generation of the Son, it would not be x 
true Affirmation that the Father be gat the Son, 
any more than it can truly be ſaid that he be- 

at or gave Being to his own Reaſon or Under. 
anding ; But, on the contrary, the Father and 
the Son would Both be as equally ſelf-exiſnt, 
as tis equally neceſſary for God to be an int 
ligent Being and to Be at all. Laſtly, as to Autiquy 
ty; the Doctor has (I think) ſhown clearly in lis 
Scripture-doFrine, pag. 280, that almoſt all the 
antient Writers of the Church, are in thi 
Point clearly and profeſſedly againſt yot 
And yet, without taking the leaſt Notices 
any of theſe Things, you write as if you hal 
never beard there had been any Controver) 
about this Matter, or had not ſo much as 7 
the Arguments alledged in the Books yo 
"4 againſt. * 11 | 
St Auſtin's quibbling Queſtion u thy 
Head, ck Dens Pater fit Deus volens E. woke 5 
[ whether God the Father himſelf be God r Fa. 
or without his own Conſent; | is ſtrangely b dia 
fide the Purpoſe, For the Queſtion is 1 
whether the Son was begotten with the Con 
of the Father; (as the Sum riſes and ſets wit dal 
the very good Liking and C of Men; 0s. 
as God's Onnipreſence and Eternity, which A that 
by Neceſity of Nature, are well-pleaſing to him Don 
but whether the Son was bepotten, LGV 7K 
8 poluntage,] by an A@ of the Fatheſ *: 
5 | 


wr FD> MF: qo ywy,;w oc oa. 
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The Text, Matt. 4, * Then halt _ pag. 38, 
the Lord thy God, and HIM only ſbalt 2 23. 
ſervs; you refer to again, and depend upon * 


as © one of the moſt nnanſwerable. And yet 
nothing can be more evident, than that this 
Text either proves notbing to your Purpoſe, or 
proves too much, For, either the words, Him 
only ſhalt thou ſerve, ate not excluſve of the 
Lawfulneſs of ſuch ſubordinate Worſhip, as 
is juſtly due to Chriſt, | Dan..7, 14, Phil. 2; 

„10, | though moſt wynſtly claimed by the 
Peril And then this Text proves nothing to 
jour Purpoſe, Or elſe the Words | bm only /halt 
thou Jerve,] are exclufrve of the Lawſulneſ: of 
all ſubordinate Worſhip; And then the Text 
will prove too much for your Purpoſe : For then 
it will follow, that Chriſt, if Any Worſhip 
is due to him at all, muſt be HE, muſt be that 
very Perſon, of whom the Law ſays, bim only 
ſhalt thou ſerve : Becauſe the expreſs Words of 
the Text are, not, His Eſſence ;- not, his Sub- 
flancez not, his Being; but HIM, his Per- 
ſon, Him only ſhalt thou r ½] n.. e 

When the Devil alledged, in order to have 
Worſhip paid him, that he had a Dominion 
given him over all the Kingdoms of the 
Earth; the Senſe of our Lord's Anſwer is, 
that he knew nothing of any ſuch Dominion 
given to Satan or any one elſe, nor had ever 
heard of any other Command than This, Thou 
ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and Him only 


3 © Wl ſalt thoy Serve. Does this at all prove, 


that God could not give to Chriſt a real 
Dominion, and — that at hi: Name eve · 


In Knee ould bow ? See above, p. 138. 


© Joh, 


Peg 38. © Toh. 5, 18, The Fews ſought to Kill bin, 

3 We 15 aid that Ga bes Father [un- 

6 Tc: iNov, | making Himſelf equal with God: 

„Which Inference (you ſay) had had no Pre. 

4 tence, if it had not been a KNOW MN Thing, 

* that the Son of God was of the ſame El- 

* ſence, and ſo equal with the Father. It 

was reaſonable to expect, that you ſhould here 

have taken ſome Notice of a large Diſſertatia,, 

which Dr Cl. wrote upon this Text, in An- 

ſwer to a Suppoſition (not much unlike to yours 

in this Place) made by Mr Nelſon's Friend, 

a viz, that the J. MUST have had a Motion 

— * 2-6 But you think (it ſeems) that the bare 

ſor's Repetition of an Aſſertion, though never ſo ab- 

Friend, ſurd, is a ſufficient Anſwer to all the Reaſons in 
Pag. 132+ the World. 9 
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1 Have now gone through your Book, with. 
out omitting any Thing I was ſenſible could 
by ny reaſonable Perſon be thought at all mi 
terial. | | 
I ſhall conclude with taking Notice of Tv» 
very remarkable and important Paſſages in {W's 
your Preface. | | 1 
The One is as follows : © This Revelatio "Pr 
Lon God 8 _ to wa 57 1 The ay c 
ment, is (you ſay) particularly for the Uſe 0 20! 
_ Ws. © Man, that x. macht a reſs ourſelves to the God Ne, 
and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, for tbe 
< Spirit of Revelation in the Knowledge of Hin, 
“ Eph. 1, 17. And our Creeds, and Forms f — 
* Worſhip are compoſed agreeably to this Mauift- « x, 
* ſtation of the Trinity. We are to draw wem Wo. 


„TO abe Father of our Lord Feſus Chrif 201 


= ES 


be P 


& an 


* 


1 * { +080 0 1779 a ; 
in, F and, in Him, Our Father; THROUGH the 
«- Ml . Merits and Mediation of his only Son our Sa- 
d: vin; BY the wp and Aſſiſtance of His 
rs Ml © Holy Spirit which be bas given us.” Neyer 
ne, Ml vas there a truer Repreſentation made, of the 
E(- Directions the Goſpel gives us in this particu- 


It lar. And had you kept uniformly to this; I 


ere dare lay, there could have been no Contro- 


0, very betwixt you and Dr Clarke. Our Savi- 


\n- ours Direction to his Diſciples, was; When 
uw: reh: Jay, Our FATHER. The Pradtiſe of 
nd, the Frimitive Church in the Three firſſ Centuries, 


ton (es appears by the * Paſſages cited in the Doctor's 
are bripture- Doctrine, Part II, & 44,) was to di- 
ab-: Wc their Prayers uniformly to God, the Father, 
rin Gough his Son Feſus Chriſt. Even in the for- 

ver Fart of the fourth Century, it does not ap- 


pear 2 nding the growing Diſputes 
bout Ipeculative Matters, ) that there was yet 
y thing more put into their publickLiturgies, 
than the general Doctrines of Chriſtianity in 


ich⸗rhich All agreed. In the 3d Council of Car- 
und ige, to prevent Innovations then ariſing, 
ma* Wit was decreed, that when 


mays to the Father. At —_ _ _”_— 
bs Day, the Church in her folemn Exhortation 


tic MO Prieſts at their Ordination, directs them to 
t · Nn continually TO God the Father, BT the Me- 
ſe of ion of our only Saviour Feſus Chrift, FOR the 
God Neven A ſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, The ſame 
the N Direct 
1 

s 9 — — — — — — 
uf. * To which may be added that of TIreneus, lib. 4. 
1207 WD. 33. In Des Omnipotente, per Feſum Chriſtum, offert Ec - 
brifp W's 3 © The Church puts up her Prayers to God Al- 


aud Ashy, through Jeſus Chriſt/ 


he Prieft fands at the Altar, Ur cam ad Altare aſſiſticur, 
Gould rect bis Prayer Al- Semper ad Patrem dirigacur 


4 
* 
t 
\ 
# 


F 
Direction is actually obſerved in much the 


greater part of the whole Liturgy, (that is, Nit 
in every part where either the . or the Ment 
Expreſſon are antient ;) as the Pr has ſhown ) 


in his Scripture - Doctrine, Part III, ch. 1, 84 
The Learned Bp Bull, takes 
in omnibus Catholics Eccle= Notice with great Appro- 
fix 3 2 lem Te. bation, oor. even at 

er, N C Day, in all the Liturgies 
Ys eg Sell. 2. aaf. the Catholick urch, MOST 
of the Prayers are diredal 
In his Diſcourſe concerning the te God, the Father. And 
Exiſtence and Nature of. Angels. àgain: «* Ttis to be obſerved 
he,) that in the Cle 
«© mentineLiturgy, ſo called, which is by the Leam 
* ed on All Hands confeſſed to be antiint, 
* and to contain the Order of Worſhip obſerved i 
< the Eaftern Churches before the Time of Conſtant 
* tine, all the — 2 ww ireced ti ati 
a: „ 1 60, in the Named 

That 1s, to the Father; as „ 1 7 . 

—— by the following his Son Feſus Cbriſt; 4 
Words, HIS Sen. they are (ſays he,) Gol th 
5 « praiſed, in our Litury) 
And you yonr ſelf plainly acknowledge th 
ſame thing, when (in the Paſſage I now cite 
you ſay, * Our Creeds and Forms of Worſhip an 
[generally indeed they are, and you here um 
wares clearly ſhow that you natural 
thought they ſhould uniformly beJ * compoſt + 
* agreeably to this Manifeſtation of the Trinity; 
diz. that © we are to draw near the Fath( / 
* of our Lord Fefus Chrift, and, in Him, 0 
* Father; THROUGH the Merits and Median 
« on of His only Son our Saviour; BY tere 
* Help and Aſſiſtance of His Holy Spin c 
* which he has given us,” Had this gn 
Foundation been regularly kept to; the ve in 
Root and Spring of all Controverſies _ Mes 


( 119 ) 
ſputes of this Kind among Chriſtians, had beer 
entirely cut off. For whether the Son and Fo- 
h Ghoſt be equal, or not equal, to the Father; 
whether they be the ſame, or not the ſame, with 
the Father; whether they be really diſtin Fer- 
ms, or not really diſfindt P:rſons, but only Modes 

r Powers, improperly called Perſons; whether 

e Son be conſubftantial to the Father, or not 
ſubſtantial; whether conſubPpantial ſignifies 
rividuality of Subſtance, or only Derivation of 
Subſtance from Another; and which way 
hever innumerable other ſuch Queſtions be de- 
umined; yet, to worſhip unitormly the One 
od, the Father Almighty, even our Father which 
Im Heaven, through the Intercefſion of his only- 
Im our Lord Jeſus Chriſ, in the Manner the 
mpture directs; and, with regard to the 
ature of the Son and Hoh Spirit, not to be 
ie above what is written, but to confine our 
Ives (at leaft in Creed and publick Prayers) 
the clear and uncontroverted Expreſſons of 
mpture concerning Them and the Honour due 
mo them; This (I ſay) is undoubtedly, upon 
poſſible Hypotheſes, right and ſnficient in 
mile, without Any Danger of Errour or Mi- 
hke ; being what All ſincere Chriſtians might 
Wily and moſt ſafely agree in, and indeed all 
Wat they promiſe at their 8 Whereas 


C 


FEI 


); l Determinations beyond theſe clear Truths, 
ated All publickly impoſed Praiſes, built upon 
„ Och Determinations, Always have been, and 
ſetiannot but be, Matter of Hiſquiet to the Conſci- 
IM.. of many pious Perfons, and (unleſs Men be 


0 careleſs and indifferent with Regard to 
mth or Errour in Religion) will unavoida- 
Wy in their Conſequences be the Cauſe of Di- 
Vit: alſo and Contentions in the Church of God. 
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In former Ages, from the Time of the 
Councilof Nice to the Reformation; and ge- 
nerally alſo in the reformed Churches; no Er- 
rour has been accounted more odious, than 
that of denying the Real Perſonality of the Son þ 


and Holy Spirit diftin@ from the Father. But 
of late Years, many. very learned and emment 
Men have in their Writings inclined to an 
Opinion not much unlike that of Sabellius; that 
the N and mitvua, the Word and the 
Holy 7 7 of God, are not Real Perſons ſubſift 
ing diſtinctly from the Father, but Modes only, 
or Manners of Gods manifeſting himſelf, ſpoken 
of figuratively and improperly as Perſows or 
intelligent Agents, Nevertheleſs ; however Thelc 
differ in the Fremiſes, (as it cannot be in thi 
imperfect State, but Men will entertain diff 
rent Opinions, unleſs by Authority they be 0 
ver-: ruled from having Any Opinions of their 
own at all; which is indeed having no Rel 
gion at all ;) yet in the Conclufipn, which is 0 
more Importance as relating more immediate) 
to Practiſe, they muſt of Neceſſity, in Conk 
quence of their own Doctrine, agree with U 
Clarke as to the main Iſſue of this whole Que 
on. For if the Sn aud Holy Spirit of God! 
Real Perſons ſubſiſting diſtinctly from the F 
ther, then it is evident that they muſt of N 
ceſſity be ſubordinate to him; and if ſo, 
alſo no leſs evident that whatever Honow 
paid to them, muſt of Neceſſity be as ſuv! 
nate, as are their Perſons or Offices reſpectivel 
But if, on the other Side, they be not Real] 
ſons ſubſiſting diſtinctly from the Father, 
only Modes of God's manifefting himſelf 
the World, how emmential ſoever thoſe Mo 
be; then it follows of Neceſſity, that the q 
having 0 real and true Perſonality any 0fl 
* " 


| C 181 ) 
wiſe than as being incarnate, can no otherwiſe 
be an Object of Worſhip, than as a Man in 
whom God dwells and manifeſts himſelf after 
the higheſt and moſt exalted Manner: And the 
Holy Ghoſt, having uo real Perſonality at all, as 
not being an intelligent Agent really diſtin& 
fromthe Father; cannot, properly, be an Ob- 
ed of Worſhip at all, becauſe Perſon only, (in 
the real and not ſcholaſtick Senſe of the Word,) 
ties the Object of * ; and Modes, Qualities 
ra Wor Attributes, (how bigh, ſingular, or emmential 
il bever,) ſuch as are the Reaſon and Wiſdom of 
Wood; however excellent and truly adorable, 
ſet are not capable of having diſtin# Applica- 
un made to them in the way of Honour or 
Vorſhip, as intelligent Agents. Here therefore 
tt every reaſonable and fincere Perſon, eſpeci- 
Willy every Lea ned Man, who knows what was 
dende Practiſe of the primitive Church; lay his 
Reh Hand upon his Heart, and ſay, whether this. 
is b not a Matter of Importance enough to de- 
ſerve ſerious Conſideration; and whether He | 
don bes not think it deſirable, that in every Chri- 
lian Country, the Governours of the Church 
ſhould, whenever it can be done in the Spirit 
of Peace and Meekneſs, review carefully the 
forms of humane Compoſition uſed in the ſo- 
mn Worſhip of God; eſpecially ſuch as are 
known to have bcen compoſed in the moſt dark 
nd ignorant Ages of the Church, between the 


fen Sianing of the fourth Century and the Times 
qivel « the Reformation; and endeavour to bring 


lhem as near as poſſible to the Practiſe of the pri- 
mitive Church, and, above All, to the expreſs 
Words and Directions of our Saviour and his 
Apoſtles ; ſo as to be altogether unexceptiona- 
ble to all Chriſtians z which ' tis impoſhble the 
octrines and Decrees of later Conncils can be, 

| N 3 without 
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without an infallible Authority. IT add here 
the Words of a very good Writer : © I conclude, i 
* ſays be, with this moſt undeniable Truth; 
that it we direct all our Praiſes, Prayers and Il 6 
**, Petitions, primarily to the Father, through Ml ® 


cc 


** the Merits and Mediation of the Son, and 

**. by the Aſſiſtance and Guidance of the Hoh t 
Spirit; our religious Worſhip will mot . 
certainly be conformable to the Goſpel-ſtyl: . 
5 and Preſcriptions; which, whatever Opini- 1 


on be trueſt in Speculation, cannot but (in all 1 
** Hypotheſes) be acknowledged to be ſafe and Ml ;* 
** Jufpcrent in Fractiſe. | 1 1 


The Other remarkable Paſſage I would take of 
particular Notice of in your Preface, is This: 0 
*© The common People, whoſe” Souls are as paw 
* to Him that purchaſed them, as the Souls of the 
* moſt learned Criticks; have not Opportunity ti 
e ſearch into, nor Ability to make a Judgment 
* the Performances of Learned Men on ith" 
ide e And it is not the Will of our Father which 
is in Heaven, that Une of theſe little ones ſhould 
« periſh, through Ignorance of theſe fundaments 
„ irnths, or through Errors contrary thereutt, 
&« for I ant of this Kind of Learning, I camit 
* thercfcre but think that He, whoſe Vill iti 
that the Poor ſhould have the Goſpel preached 
* them, bas given us Ways ſuitable to their Cr 
« pacities, to eftabliſh them in the Truths thereof. 
This alſo is excellently ſaid. But now, whit 
is the true Inference from hence? Does it fo 
low, (as Dr Wells argues in his Book again 
Dr Car ke,) that, becauſe the common People 
cannot make a judgment of the critical Pe! 
formances of Learned Men, therefore tht) 
are implicitly to follow each one the Sent! 
ments of their own Teachers? = the Conl: 
1 5 . þ Mene 


( 183 ) 
2 then is obvious and notorious, that All 
e 


ligions are equal, and conſequently no Reli- 
gion true at all. What therefore muſt the com- 
mon People, © who are not able to contend about 
divers Readings and Criticiſms,” do? Muſt 
they (as you well adviſe them,) © bleſs God Pref. pag, 
* for the good Tranſlation of the Scripture, which 4- 
they have, into a Tongue which they under- 
„fand? © Undoubtedly it is their Duty ſo to 
do: But not to lay any ſtreſs upon the Tran- 
ſation in ſuch Paſſages, where, by the Ac- 
knowledgment of learned Men, it is confeſ- 
ſed to be erroneous ; or where, by the Debates 
of learned Men, it appears to be ambiguous, 
What then muſt they do, with Regard to 
ſuch Points of Controverſy ? Muſt they © an- ,, 
* ſwer the Pretenſe of Scripture” by © plain 
* Diftin#ions well known among Chriſtians? But 
what if thoſe plain Diſtindtions, as you call 
them, be really very obſcure ? as in this veryCaſe, 
where you yourlelt (as I have ſhown * above,) pug. 145 
entirel 2 the plain Diſlindtion you ſpeak 
of, and which you intended tocite from Biſhop 
Bull, And what if a Diſtinction well-known 
among Chriſtians, be yet really without any true 
Foundation ? For well-known, is nothing more 
than prevailing or having become cuſtomary «in 
particular Times or Places ; Which many right 
and wrong Diſtinctions have equally done. 
What then muſt the common People do? 
Muſt they. in the laſt Place, depend upon | 
* a plain S:ripture- Argument (alleged by ſome !?“ . 
particular Writer of Controverſy) © for the“ 
* Truth of what they haue been taught ? ** But 
what if that plain Scripture-Argument proves 
altogether inconcluſive? as I have here ſhown 
that yours really does. And why muſt that 
phich Men bave been taught, that is, whatever 

N 4 Opinion 
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inion happens vulgarly to prevail in any I þ 
— Time or Place, * ys be the Con- 1 
cluſion laid down, for which ſuch Proofs muſt W# 
be brought from $cripture as can be found; 
and not rather the Scripture it ſelf be imparti- 
ally ſearched into, in order to find There what 
it is we ought to conclude to be the Truth? 
Thus there has been a Time, when abſolute aud 
unconditionate Eledion and Reprobation was al. 
moſt univerſally among Proteſtants the TRUTH 
they had been taught. And plots, Seripture-Argi- 
ments were perpetually alledged in Defenſe f 
that Truth, from Texts which generally in the 
Tranſlation itſelf, and Always in the Origind, 
were nothing to the Purpole. And when the 
Doctrine was ſhown to be contrary to the H. 
ſential Attributes of God, as well as to the whole 
:'Tenour and Deſign of the Goſpel ; there were 
plain Diſtinctions well-known among Chriſtians to 
prove that the Words, Juſtice and Goodneſs, when 
applied to God, did not ſignify Fuftice and Gooduſ 
indeed, but Ap body knows what, ſomething enim I pes 
tial, ſomething tranſcendental, ſomething whereof 
the Wordsſpoken conveyed no Idea. Since there- ¶ viz 
fore this Way of Reaſoning, neceſſarily ends ei- il 
ther in an inextricable Perplexity, or in the Roni rf 
Concluſion, that Religion is nothing but what vba 
Cyſtom and human Authority happens to eſtabliſh; Nr 
What then, (will it be asked of Me,) is the nuf 
TRUE Inference whichIthink ought to be drawn ¶ Day) 
from that excellent Poſition of yours, | viz. pe 
that ſuce the common People, whoſe Souls are a: MW one 
pretions to him that purchaſed them, as the Souls nive 
of the moſt learned Criticks ; have not Opportini- ¶ bour 
ty to 12 into, nor Ability to make a Judgment Aſſe 
of the Performances of learned Men on either the 1 
Side; and fince tis not the Will of our Father po 
which is in Heaven, that One of theſe little Far thro 
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loud periſh, through Ignorance of theſe fundamen- 
tal Truths, or through Errors contrary thereunto, 
for want of this Kind of Learning; therefore it 
amt be thought but He, whoſe Will it is that the 
Pror ſhould have the Goſpel preached to them, has 
given vs Ways ſuitable to their Capacities, to eſta- 
bib them in the Truths thereof?! If (I fay) it 
be demanded, what, in my Opinion, is the true In- 
ference that ought to be drawn, and neceſſarily 
follows, from this excellent Poſition of yours, 
which I think to be indeed one of the great and 
moſt fundamental Truths of Religion: I anſwer, 
it ſeems to Me to follow, that the common 
Neple, according to the true Deſign of the 
Goſpel of Chriſt, are to place their Religion, 
not in adhering to the Notions of any parti- 
mlar Party of Men, or of any particular Place 
Time; (which unavoidably puts All Religions 
upon the ſame Level:) but in adhering to that 
Faith, into which our Saviour commanded his 
Diſciples to be baptized ; that Faith which. was 
ma ed to all Nations, and has no Difficulty of 
ing underſtood by Perſons of all Capacities, 

vz. that God has appointed a Day, wherein He 
vill judge the World in Righteouſneſs by our Lord 
feſus Chriſt, and reward every Man according to 
phat be has done in the Fleſh, whether it be good, 

or whether it be evil: That, therefore, they 

muſt, in continual ExpeRtation of that great 

Day, live ſoberly, righteonſly, and godly in this 

preſent World; loving the Lord their God [the 

one ſupreme. Maker and Governour of the U- 

niverſe] with all their Hearts, and their Neigh- 
bours as themſelves, and having Aſſurance (an 

Aſſurance continually ſealed to Chriſtians in 

the two Sacraments,) of the Remiſſion of paf Sins, 
lpon true Repentance and Amendment of Lite, 


through the Irterceſſon of our only Saviour Je- 
cs. | us 


— ' 
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s Chrifl, and by the ance and Santificatin 
fi the 54 Spirit of 14 And 22 a 
Matters of Indiffereuce, of Decency and Order 
in Rites and Ceremonies and the like, they auf 
peaceably obey the Commands of their Supem 
ours upon Earth. This is the Summary «i 
what the Apoſtles preached, as the great Truths 
of the Goſpel, and as the Terms or Conditi 
ons of Salvation, in a Way ſuitable to the C 
pacities even of the pooreſt Men: The Grace d 
God, ſaith St Paul, Tit. 2, 11, (that is, the G 
ſpel) that bringeth Salvation, bath appeared! 


All Men; teaching us, that denying Ungodla 
and worldly Luſts, we ſhould live ſoberly, righteouſ 
and godly in this preſent World , looking for th 
bleſſed Hope, and the glorious appearing of th 
great God, and our Saviour Feſus Chriſt, Andi.” 
This * Goſpel is fo expreſt in that Im ; | 
of ſound Words, which every Chriſtian at hi! 
Baptiſm profeſſes to believe ; and in thoſe 0 
mands, which he then undertakes to obey ; thit 
there needs No Learning, No Skill in divers Read 
ings and Criticiſms, to underſtand it. The great 
Rule, by which Chriſtians ſhall be judged at 
the laſt Day, is as eaſy to be underſtood by 
the meaneſt Capacities, as by the moſt Lean 
ed: And one of the firſt Principles of Chriſt 
anity is, that as Humane Authority cannot d 
miniſh from, ſo neither can it add to That Rule 
It is commendable for every Chriſtian, ſo far 
He has Opportunities an Capacities of doing 
it, to gain continually more and more Knou- 
ledge, by the Study of Reaſon and of Scripture: 
And *tis the Duty of Learned Men, to endes. 
vour to explain Things, as far as is poſſible, t 
the Unlearned: And in indifferent Matten 
ſuch as Rites and Ceremonies, and ever) 
Thing of that Nature; it is the Duty of ee 

„ 42 paar tic 


I C 288) 
ftrine of the Trinity; that is, concerning 
our Belief in the One Supreme God and Fa 
ther of All, and in - Feſus Chriſt bis Only Sm 
onr Lord, and in the Holy Spzrit of Gol 
Yet would I not for any Conſideration 
whatſoever, (if T had full Authority ſo to do) 
put any Pait either of Dr Clarke's or any 
Man's Explication of this Matter, 1nto any 
Creed, or Prayer, ſo as to offend any Perſon 
who thought that the Doctrine and Expre/- 
Fons of Scripture (in which we All agree, 
had more truly another Meaning and Er 
plication ; but ſhould be very deſirous to ac- 
quieſce in thoſe Antient Forms of ſound 
Words, which were in Uſe before Controver 
fies of this Nature began. How far it may 
be reaſonable, or the Duty of private Per 
ſons, with all Modeſty and Submiſſion to 
ſuggeſt to the Governours of the Church 
ſuch Conſiderations as theſe, I will not pre 
fume to determine. I ſhall conclude what 
IT thought fit to lay before Jon in partic 
lar, with the Words wherewith Dr Club 
concludes one of his printed Letters. Coull 
© the Proteflant World but have Coup, 
* to part only with Things confeſſed)y 
* ſpurious ; and, in point of Practiſe, (quod 
** eſt omnis Controverſiæ Caput,) be content 
* with what is antient and unexceptionable 
* upon All Hypotheſes, (as the firſt Re 
* formers would ceitainly have done, hal 
* Greek Learning been at that Time reſo 
red, as Latin was;) All Debates ajoit 
* ſpeculative Matters might either well be la! 
* aſide, or (like other Points of Learning) |! 
* contimed without any Injury to Religion or Cr 
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* rity. The Peace and U mty of the Chur, 
x cal 
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can be ſecured but Two Way: : Either by that 
of Charity, and allowing learned Men a 
Liberty of examining Things; which is 
the Proteſtant and Chriſtian Method: Or 
* by introducing with Force an univerſal Igno- 
' rance 3 which is the Method of Popery. 


J am, Sir, 
Jour aſfectionate Friend, 


\ 


and Servant, &c. 


F I N I'M 


ETTER 


Author of a Book 


ENTITULED 


be True Scripture-Dodrine 
of the moſt Holy and Und:wiled 
TRINITY continued and 


vindicated, &c. 


Printed in the Year M DCC XIX. 


LETTER 


L the Hut hor of A Bool entituled, 


The True Scripture- Doctrine of 
the moſt holy and undivided 
Trinity, continued c. 


8 1 Ry 
H E Temper and Good Spirit, with 
We 2 which both our Faf and Second 
r Bock have been written, afford 
; 1 Breat Reaſon to hope, that Many 
tb, after Tow Example, will 
by a diligent Study of the Holy 
ptures, endeavour to arrive at a more exact 
u perfect Underſtanding, than has generally 
n attained, of ſeveral 1mnortant Texts, 
uch from the Times of the Fourth Century 
rough the Prejudices ariſing out of Scholaſ- 
t and Syfematical Divinity,) have not by 
greater Number of Writers, etther before or 
e the Reſormation, been conſidered with 
; O ſufficient 


_s 
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ſafficient Care, and impartial Attention to the 
true Meaning and Intent of the ſacred Penmen. 

The Errour, which ſtems to run in General 
through your hole Book, 18 4 that- vou 
the Meaning of Texts of Scripture, net! 
the Words of the Texts themſelves, but ag 
potbeſss framed by Writers of the Nc *g 
Fifth Centuries (Whoſe Comments nt Haborit 
in other Caſes no Man regards, any further than 
their Reaſons have Weight 3) and from ſcholsſ- 
tick Notions of later Ages, to which you con- 
ſtantly endeavour to accommodate the Texts as 
to a Rule of Interpretation, inſtead of confide- 
ring what from the Texts themſelves, and from 
the Scope of the Context, appears plainly to be 
the Senſe and Meaning of the inſpired Writers. 

I To proceed thereſore to the Texts in Fartia- 


lar, 


. 
k 


H ; « 
1. f 4 


Mat. XIX, 17. There is None Good, but Or! 
ele, One Perſon, ] that is, God. Ft 


The Queſtion, upon this Text, is; whether 
the Word | «ic, One,] does not ſignify One Arr 
Jon or Intelligent Agent. I ſhall not here repeat 
the Arguments, by which Dr CI, has prove0ll g.; 
at large, that it muſt neceſſarily ſo ſignify : Bu 6, 
ſhall only briefly take Notice of what you al 4 
vance anew in your Vindication, + | ** 

| | tio 

on] 
yot 


The Dr affirmed [Reply to My Nelſon, p. 40, 
that One Being, | though the word, etc, call 
not poſſibly be ſo rendred, © when ſpoke 
* of an intelligent Agent, is the very ſame * 
** one Ferſon. Jo This, your Aves 


e 
pez. 3 ;] that © if the intelligent Agent has 
but one Subſſfence, as a Man, or Angel; one 
Being, ſpoken of it, is ſubjectively the ſame 
„with one Frtſon: But where the intelligent 
* Agent has more Subſiſtences, thete One Being, 
1 8 it, is ſubjeQively the ſame with 
* the Plurality of Perſons contained-in it. 
Now, to underſtand how weak this Anſwer is, 
the Reader needs only obſerve, that between 
Bring and Subſiſteuce there is no other Difference 
but This, that the One is an Exgliſ Word, and 
the other a Latin One. So that to ſpeak of 
one intelligent Agent or Being. having more 
Subſfencts than one, is ſuppoſing, that One Be- 
ig has more Beings, or One Exiſtence more Fx'ft- 
ences, than One. Which, I ſuppoſe wants no 
Coufutation. | 

This is ſo clear, that you acknowledge (pag. 4, 
the Notion indeed of a Perſon, and an intelli- 
gent Being, in Relation to Creatures, is the 
* fame; becauſe each ſuch intelligent Being, is 
* SUPPOSED t6& have but one Snbſſtence : 
Th then but a SUPPOSIT wa 5 1 0 Ya 
2 Ertanmy, that every one individua ent 
i Eiben, which is the Notion of Being, has 
but One Sabſiftence or Exiftence : | —— *© But the 
* Notion of a Ferſon (yon ſay) and an intelli- 
gent Being, in Relation to God, is not the 
dame. That is to ſay; when we ſpeak of 
God, and ſpeak of Him as an intelligent 
agent; we maſt not mean what our Words 
weceſſarily fifnify, if they have any Significa- 
tion at all; but our words muſt be equivalent 
only to mere iuarticulate Sounds: Thus when 117 
you fay there is in God © a Plmality of Subſil- 
* exces, you do not mean Subſitences, (becanſe 
the Fnghſh of that Latin Word, is Beings, ) but 
you mean (as far as can be underſtood from 

O 2 your 
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(eie One, ] in this Text, may refer to a con. 


fies, God Alone ; and, «36 d 94%, ſignifies either, 
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your Words) nothing at all. How this tends to 
the Honour of God, ox to what Uſe or Purpofe 
it is to ſpeak of Him in this Manner, (Which 
the Scripture is very far from doing; never gi. 

ving us the leaſt Hint or Example of ſpeaking 
concerning God in any other Manner than ac. 
cordipg to the known and uſual Acceptation of 
Words, I cannot poſſibly conceive. -; 


Lou repeat your Aſſertion, that the word, 


* ſequent Subſtantive, namely to d Srdc. But 
this is evidently impoſſible, becauſe then the 
Text would be a Tautology, There is Now 
Good, but One God, which is God. Unleſs yay 
mean to render it; thus, 'There is none Good, i 
An tis 0 Doc, but the one God; as you after 
wards do, pag. 7 and 8. But all men who 
underſtand Greek, know that the Words can 
not poſſibly bear that Rendring. For not, + 
6 Ieoc, but 0 «75 Irs, ſignifies, The One God, 
Juſt as, not 4 o Sede, but 6 . Its 
ſignifies, The Only God. N -d Sede, ſigni 


One which is God, or, God which is One: Not, 
God which is One God, (for that's a mere Tauto- 
Jogy 3) but, God which is One Agent or Perſon. 
Nor did any Writer ever ſay, tk 6 d. 
but tis «v9gn , or © tis h-, when He 
meant to expreſs, One Man, or the One Mar, 
The ſame Errour you fall into again, pag. 13, 
| where you abſurdly tranſlate the words of 
Or ixen, e py eig 6 It05,,d, me, but One God 
the Father; As if Origen had ſaid, not, e, 6 
Seos, but, 75 Secc, or 0 £15, Je0s ; and had not 
meant, (as he plainly does) One, which: is God, 
even the Father; but One God the * 
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pie ah, in Oppoſition to any Other God the 
Wm 79 ee 


5 The" Word, sdels, No one, (you contend, )pag. 5 and 
*Wrceflarily refers to #1 9g@7G- or & h or the like, 9. 


id is not fignificative of Agent or Perſon: in ge- 
era]. Bot then the rendring of the Text will be, 
% Man i: Good, but God only Which Conſe- 
1d, ence vou own, pay. 7; and defend it 'pag.8) 
'a parallel Place in our Engliſh Tranſlation, 
Cor. 2, 11, The "Things of God knoweth no 
lan, Unt tbe — of God. Which is defend- 
x one Errour by another. For the true rend- 
ing is, The Thmgs of God knoweth no one, (or, 
Perſon.) but the Spirit of God, And the Words 
1 the preceding Verſe, Tis &vJe&Twr, what Man? 
"BP not prove (as you ſuppoſe they do) that the 
Arne word is referred to in the following ; but 
% onntrary. For the Apoſtles Argument is by 
a» ay _ ew If even among Men, uo ons 
. Arrotber's Thoughts; much more the Thoughts 
S. God; can no one, 10 one whatſoever, Man or 
el, Nel or other Perſon whatever, be able to know, 
. Cad reveals them by hi Spirit. But ſup» 
100 le the Word, &., could be referred to 
ON. this Place; can it be fo in all Others ? Can 
7 te fo in that Paſſage which you cite, pag. 6, 
| b une, There are Three that bear Record in 
Lav, wen, the Fatber, the Word, and the Holy 
* iff. And there are Three (ex) that bear 
Gul eſs in Ea tb, the Spirit, ard the Water, and 
o Blood ? Can the Word, Zen, be referred 
'» arither of theſe Sentences? In the Former, 
vbich you give no Anſwer,) the reste, tis 
atber ent, - can be nothing but three Per ſons : 
Un the latter, you are forced to contradict 
elf in expreſs Words: For whereas you 
mM, pag. 9, that © * maſculine Adject- 


3 iz, 
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ive always reſpects either & er de, 
* or ſome other Word of the ſame Meaning 
and Gender; the Language requiring that 


e the Gender of Adjecti ves be determined by 
* feme known Subſtantive to which they reM / 
„ fer: in Thijs Place [pag. 6] you ſay di 
realy on the contrary, © A Maſculine Adjet il / 
ive placed abſdlutely witho antecedent 
< Subſtantive, may fignify either Tong or [ 
“ ing," as,, Teels tio", There are Three ti 
« bear Witneſs in Farth,” the Spirit, and the Wa © 
e ter, and the Blood: Where Tetic,. is a Mi 
% culine Adje&ive ; bas No antecedent vil ' 
« ſtantive; and yet the Thres ſignified are 
* Three Frrſons. All which, as it is an brag * 
Hſtenry with your ſelf, ſo *tis a great — 4 
Unduftanding the Conſtruction of the Pall * 
For the Three here ſignified, are not mer * 
| Things or Beings, (uhich the maſculine Adi tt 
ive cannot poſſibly denote,) but ' they 2M-* 
bree Perſons, three Perſons bearing Vin 
The Water and the Blood ſignifying, not n. 2 
rially and literally Water and Blood, but ff 1 
ratively the Perſor bearing Teftimony at Wl © 
Vater, and the Perſon ſhedding his Blood : WW 
which Reaſon, and which Reaſon o, Ml L 
Word vet is uſed, and not Tei. For thou * 
the Nenter Adjective abſolnte, may ſomet1 ©: 
elegantly be uſed of à Perſon, (as, Varim 0 


_ mmnitohile- ſemper Fa mina, becauſe every Ft: 
1s likewife a Thing, or a Being, yet, on 
contrary, the Maſculine Adiective abſolute, c 


not poſſibly be uſed: of a Thi Being, te. 
leſs that Thing or Being either 1 eh repreſ Fe. 
as, A Fr ſon ;) becauſe, every Being is not ae the 
Hut to ſatisfy you father, (if there be ab 
Need in ſo plain Caſe,) that the prope F 

* 


only Signification of the Maſculine 
: | 1.0 


1 199) | C 
jective abſolute, is Perſon; yon may be pleaſed © 
to conſider the losing Paſlages : 
_ |, aver ve ova, N d n TN,, ö & G. 
Ev ipid. Helen. v. 652. ſpeaking of two Per- 
ſons, a Man and his Wife. oy 
Sc Ty (iy Ty 1 WANG VErgor, 
1 Ae vo 513 
 Neguvg kv Hd) meevT”* txomme ——ver. 607. 
_ — xt Mm yz | 
New, yea av, Tid' d He verge, | 


ver. 7 16. | | 
amt, Kit wt Th” ta N. Lal venger, | 
ver, 729. | . ; 
In every one of which Places, the maſculine 
word 9.veuec; the Dead Perfon, and & M- vi- 
another young Perſon, means a Woman, Alceſſis 
the Wite of Admetus. Of the ſame Kind, | 
are the following Paſſagesin Plau tus. Mil. Glo- | 
noſ. Af. 3. Dnis ea e? And Epidic. Scen. 4, 
Quicum ? And again, Quicum ibat. And Ken. 
ult, Sed quis ea eff Mulier? And Ciftell, A8. 4, 4 
Sen. 2 3 Hac eft : quit? And, Dus es? ſpeak- | 
ing of a Noman. And Rud: AZ: 4, Scen, 4, 
Humm es, ques &c. Alſo + thoſe Expreſſions, - | 
Tov, Side, frequently in Homer; and (Iliad. 
e, ver. 45 5% TN myErre xeνάνẽᷣ, ſpeaking. of two | 
Goddeſſes... And in Ariſtophanes, Lr d, ſpeak- ; 
ing of a Voman, in his e14«\yax?, Scen. 2. And | 
Again, «ou TH pedtorrO- enzomt, of a Woman. 
As to the Latin, Perſona ; the Difference be- 
tween that which is ſignified by the Latin word 
Perſona, and that which in Exglißᷣ is expreſſed by 
the Word Perſon,and in Latin or Geek by the Maſ- 
culine Adjetve oni; the Difference, I ſay, isclear- 
ly This. One and the ſame Perſon cannot poſſi - 
bly be more Perſons than One; He can be no 
O4 more 


ſerver, and the Governour, and the Fudge of 


P48. 6: 


Governour, and a Subject, and a Maſter, and a 


ſtinct intelligert Agent, but only a different 


fer, Which if you allow, (as the Reverend 


200). | 
more than E nu: But He may at the ſame 
Time be as many F ſona as [you pleaſe; He 
may be a Father, and a Son, and a Fudge, and a 


Servant ; and yet continue all the while but One 
and the ſame Agent ur Perſon. Thus God, even 
the Father ot All, can be no more then one Fer- 
ſon; he cannot poſlibly be more than E Ums , 
And yet at the ſame Time, he may be, and is, 
Mapy le, ſona; He is the God, and the Lord, 
and the #atber, and the Maker, and the Fe- 


All; and yet, all the while, but one Perſon, 
Ncw therefore, if the Son of God he not a d- 


Perſona, from the Father; it follows unavoid- 
ably, that as a Futber and a Fudge, (when ſpo- 
ken of One and the ſa me Man,) though they 
be two Ferſona, yet are but One Perſon only; 
ſo God and the Son of God, (if by Both be 
meant only One and the ſame individual intelli 
gent Agent,) though they be two Perfone, yo 
will neceſſarily be but One and the ſame Prr- 


Dr Bennet has exprefly done,) then your Noti- 

on evidently falls in with Socirianiſm : And if 
ycu dery it, then you. directly give up your 
main Aſſertion, of their being Both but on 
and ths ſame individual Agent. 
Lor add: d &1, emphatically taken, relates 
to Orcs.“ But this allo is very ablurd. For 

then the Meaning of, 3d £5w A, would be, 

Hod is the God vo Bh: Whereas evidently the 

true Rendring of it is, God is He (or That Agent 

or Pe; ſon) who (by way of Eminence) is or exiſþ. 
He is both 1d 5% The Being, and ö &v The living 

Perſon. Which two diſtinct Manners of ſpeak- 
ing, how much ſoever ycu in vain labour 
WIS 57 a. 8 D 
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e Wt confound A will for ever ſtand an 


le Wl undeniable Demon ation of the Erroneouſneſs — 
pour Notion. But of this, more perhaps hereafter. 


e The Arguments you alle ag. 10, do all 
11 prove 1 5 z that the 2 [but God on- 
1 as our Tranſlators render, e Ah es, 6 Jede, 
Ss; En Mar. 2, 7; are the ſame in Senſe, as if 1 it 
15, bad been literally tranſlated, but One, that is 
cod. But they do not prove, (which i is the on- 
. Thing that would have been to your Pur- 
of ſe. that this Latter is not the true literal 6 
n. ¶ and the other only a Paraphraftical) Tranflation. | 


ent WW To the Dr's Obſervation, that Ireneus 
1 ads or explains huTs t thus, & * 010.98, 0 
mri kv 5 Seovois,: T. ere is. One that 15 Good, 


nen the Fatber which 1s in Heaven Fuſtin.. and 


„ig, Aiexandrims thus, b ur A d & Tois - | 
be vos, My Father which is in Heaven; and Origen "Y 
ell. us, d Seo 6 a, Cod even the Fatber; to | 
yet ich, Novatian adds the Ward, Solum, the Fa. 
Fr. Only, and you yourſelf (pag. 13) tran- 
end te Origen's Words — God the Father Only: . 


o all this, I ſay, your ſhort and plain An. 
per is; that the Father which i in Heaven, God 
en the Father, and God the Father Only, is both 
her and Son. [Your Words are; pag. 11, 


If the Expreſſion, My Fatber which is in Hea- 


ates Wi ven, * priated the Toon Good, io the 
For Neon © 50 Father, xc.“ „„ be 
be, ( Fenans] includes the Vord i * „ notwith- 
the 1 Addition of the Term, Father. 
gen ; 19, © It appears then, that ec 
. Or) and ls FATHER R were 
* never 
2 * 


* The 3 7 Pearton was IT anather Mind, In vain (ſays he) 
at view Diflinfign applied unco the Explication of the — 
whereby 


( 202 ) 


40 never 4 intended to exclude the Hon. lt 


this be true, (that the Prrſor the Father, 


ven the Father Only, includes the Som likewiſe y 


there's an End indeed, of the Queſtion be 
tween the Dr and yon; and, in Truth, a 
End of all other Queſtions whatſoever. 

Mar. XII. 29. The Fir of All the Comms 
ments, it; Hear, O Tfratl, the Lord our Gad is 
Lord. (or, the Lord our God, even the Lord 
is One.] > | ot 


The © Queſtion between the Dr and you 
upon this Text, is; whether by, the Lord Gol 
be meant the God and Father of All, -or ii 

whole Three Perſsn. 
reply to In Proof of the former Int tion, tl 
Xs Nell. Dr alleged the whole Scriptures of the old an 
7. 48 new Teſtament; and particularly thaſe Ter 
which in expteſs words define the One Got! 
be the F.ther of Al, Eph. 4, 6; and the Fatb 
of whom are all Things, 1 Cor. 8, 6. Like tt 


4 4 2 


— 


1 1 4 N Ni 

where by the Father is conſidered both per/onglly and eſſentiallj; te 
ſnally, as the firſt in the glopions ee with Relation and Off 
firion to the Son; eſſentially, 5 comprehending che whole Trin! 
Father, Son, and Hbly Ghoſt. . For chat the Son is no# here comp 
hended in rhe Father, is evident, foe uy out of the original of © 
ſion, bur alſo from che very Letter of che Creed, which teaches 
to believe in God the Father, and in His Son. For if Ihe Sen were 
claded in the Father, then were the Lon the Father of Himſel. 
therefore when L ſay, 1 believe In Feſus Chriſt bis Son, 1 muſt nect 
farily under ſtand the Son of that Father, whom 1 mentioned if 
frft Article; fo when l ſaid I believe in God the Falbe/ I Muſt as 0 
ceſſarihy be underſtood of the Father of Him, whom Tall his Sol 


the ſecond Article. Pearſon on the Creed, pag. 32, Edit. 4th, wh 


be e IVY >. >. 
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zich, is that Expreſſion of our Saviour, Job. 8, 
, "Wl 4, My Father, — of whom ye ſay that be is your 
iſe 60D: And that of St. Peter, Acts 3, 13, The God 
1 de 

A 


of our Fathers hath glorified HisSon Feſus, If Feſus 

be the Son of the God of our Fab: di a the 

God of our Fathers is the Father of our Lord Feſus 

(briſf'y In like Manner, in all thoſe Texts 

(cited in Dr Clarke's Scripture- doctrine, Part I, 

(b.1V,and Part IT,S 55, where the Three Divine 

Perſons are All mentioned together ; it. being 

eviderit that the Perſons who in one Place are 

tiled, [Father, Son, and holy Ghoſt,] are the 

ſame Three that in other Places are ftiled, God, 

the Son of God, and the Holy Ghoſt, or, God, 

Jeſus Chrift, and the Holy Ghoſt ; | and conſe- 

quently that the Terms God,] and [the Fa- 

ther, | are put promiſcuouſly for each other; it 

tollows clearly, even to a Demonſtration, 

that God, in.Scripture-Language, is not him- 

elf the Trinity, but the firſt Perſon of the Trinity. 

For Proof of the latter Interpretation, 

viz, that the Lord God ſignifies the whole Three 

Perſons, you allege that the Terms, One pag. 21. 

* God, or God ſimply, though ſpoken of the 

0 Perſon of the Father, are not ſo limited to 

him as to exclude the Son from being really 

God, and ſubfantially one with the Fatber. 

Now here the Reader muſt obſerve, that by 

the Son's being really God, yon do not mean 

that He has really that Dixnity and divine Antbo- 

ih, vpon Account of which He may juſtly 

and properly be ſtiled God; (which is very con- 

„ee fſiſtent with the "Father's being Alone ſtiled. 

if. dy way of Eminence and Supremacy, The One 

God) but yen mean, that the Son is individu- 

ally That One God, which the Scripture ſays is 

So if the Father of L And by the Son's being 

fab fantially One with the Father, you do got 1 
that 


pag. 15. 


- contend for ;) but you mean, that he is, 
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that be is (as the Nicene Creed expreſſes it). 
Wn TH Vance Ts raren. FROM the . 
f ibe Fatber; (For This will not neceſſarily 
introduce That identical Equality N pr 

1 
vic TY 1% 9c) That Subſtance itfelf,tbe individual 
Eving Sul ſlance of the Father himſelf, even T bg 
very Snbflance which is underived and mibexotten; 
That is to ſay, (I think,) that He really [; 
(though we muſt not Call him) the Father. 
Ihat I may not here miffake or feem to mij 
repreſent your Senſe, I ſhall in this Place col- 
lect together the principal Pallages of your 
whole Book, wherein you ſeem mot plainly to 
expreſs your Opinion upon this Point. 
The Father (you ſay) is called The Our 
© God, — to exclude any other 5 Perſon ; 
* But not to exclude the Son from the Godhead,” 


85 By the word Godbead here, and in all other the 


Pag. 21. 


God, it does not at all mean that he is The Ow 


like places, the Reader will obſerve that you 
mean (otherwiſe you would differ nothing from 
Dr Clarke) the individual Godbead of the Father, 
And then your Aſſertion is plainly This, that 
when the Scripture ſays, the Father is The Ou 


God, but only that he is The One Father, or the 
Ow ff Poſen] 
Though the Term, Fatber, expreſſed or 
* underſtood, excludes the Son from being the 
« ſame en with the Father; yet the Term 
© God or One God” [in thoſe Texts where the 


Father is ſpoken of under the Title of God or 
the One God,] © does not exclude him [the Son] 
from an Union in the Godhead.” [That is to 
ſay ; though the Scripture, when it calls the 
Father by the Name of Fatber, does not mean 
the Son; vet when it calls the Father by the 

Name cf Ged, or the One Gad, or the One God 


and 
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n Father, then it does mean both Father a 
) ; the Sen being included in the word God, 
ics tbough not in the word Father, in thoſe very 
ly Mealſages where the Father is ſtiled God even the 
on aber. Some of your words next following, 
aprels this moſt plainly.) Oy 
If the Expreffion, my Fatber which ic in pcg. 11. 
Heaven, ſo appropriated the Term, Good, 
to the Perſon of the Father, as to exclude 
the Sen, &c. [Here, it ſeems, He whom 
ur Saviour calls, My Father, (that is, the 
aber of the Son,) is himſelf both Futber and 


* He ¶Irenaus] includes the Word [or Son] in pee. 17. 
to Cod, notwithſtanding the Addition of the 
Term, Father.” And again: The words 
& [One] and T«The [FATHER] —were pee, 19. 
never intended to exclude the Son.” [That 
to ſay, directly; God the Father, means, 
He [Novatian] joyns the Term Father, " 
m Ml vith God and Only God. But he ſhows by 
this Addition, that the Term Only is ap- 
plied to the Father, not as He is God, but 
as he is Father. So that the One or Only 
God, the Father, |Unus Deus, Pater; not, 
the Jou point it wrong both in the Latin and 

liſh; Lm Deus Pater, One God the Father, } 
or Wl imports no more, than the God who is alone 
he Father, excluſive of any other Fathers. 
m bat is, again: When Novatian (and St Paal) 
he im, that the Father is the One God, they do 
or rt all mean that He is the One God, but on- 
0] bat he is the one Father. They do not (it, 
to WM») mean that he is, by way of Eminence, 
he One God; though St Paul explains himſelf 
an adding the Words; who is Above all; and No- 
he Nuby adding and continually infiſting * 

t 


pag. 37. 


our Saviour Himſelf, Fob. 17, 3 affirm th 


On 
Father. ; 


pag. 38. 


pat · 39. 


* 


(eo) 
the words, underiued and moriginated;' which 
Words he everywhere uſes, as plainly expreſ. 
ſive, not of mere Paternity, (as you wiſh your 
Reader would underſtand them; pag. 24, ) but 
of Abſoluteneſs and Supremacy in Power and A. 


thority.] . omann 

When Epiphanius applies the Words, (6 4510. 
e Ses, The Only True God,) < to the F; 
tber, as he is Father; this does not exclud: 
the Son from being One with the Father, a 
che is True God, but from being One with hin 
“ 2s He is Father : Which muſt ever be done. 
[That is toſay, again : When Epipbanius (and 


S RS o_ 


— . 


the Father is the Only Tue God, they do not at : 
mean that He is (by way of Eminence) ti 
True God, but only that he is the Only In 


In 1Th. 1; 9, 20, Chriſt is ſtiled the 5 


of the Living and True God, The Living and Ti 1: 
God, (you acknowledge,) ſignifies, in ſti 
Place, The Father: He © is the Son ef ef 


Living and True God the Father. And y 
* it cannot be granted (you ſay,) that the Fath 
is contradiſtinguiſhed from the Son as 
eving . True God, but 7 N 1 
implied, though not expreſſed.” ' [That i 
ſay 8 Though the Premiſes muſt needs be 
Jowed to be undeniable, yet the Concluſſon c 
not, muſt not by any Means be grant 
Though the Apoſtle does indeed -expreſsly 
Arm, that Chrift is the Son of the Livny « 
Trne God, yet he does not, he muſt not me 
that he is the Son of the + Living and Tris © 
as is expreſſed ; but only the Sox of the Ful 
as 18 implied. | wy 5 = 0 1 N | 
One and Only, joined with God, is no 
* ſonal Character of the Father, and "« 4 


does not exclude the Son, One and Onh, 
ined with Father, is indeed a perſonal Cha- 
racer, and excludes any other Faber, and 
A the Sen from the Fa- 


= = 7 77> = 


ber. But This is a different Expreſſion from 
the One and Only God, which excludes from 
5 the Divinity, and cannot affect the. Son who 
rf is God.” [That is: when St Paul. ſays, 
e is One Gad and Fatber of All, he does not 
an, there is One GOD. and Father of All, 
nl Ree There is One FATHER, and Father 
"i © That the True God” [the Only True God, are WMP 
tl: Words of the Text referred to,] ( is a Ti- | 
te tle primarily attributed to the ather, —— 
* tas been aleady- granted, And that the 
erm Father contradiſtinguiſhes the Perſon 
of whom the Words are ſpoken, from the 
„ Perſon of the Son; is equally True. But 
I that. the Only True God is uſed in Contradi- 
ſtinction to the Son, is what the Sentiments 
ef the Antients concerning the Term Onh, 
ly * ſuffer me not to believe.“ F That 1", 
i; you are forced to grant, in expreſs 
s ords, Both the Premiſes, and yet, with- 
nch wy Heſitation, you gravely deny the 
105 * When Irenens ſays, ho | the Father] art pag. 49! 
cl be Only and the True God; he adds, Alove 
am vhom there is no Other God. Shewing (yon ſay) 
17 that all pretended ſuperiour Deities, not the 
* don who is Subordinate to the Father, were 
7 ain + your © Anſiver (you ſay) is.” ly, . 54 
Fol In — weed the Fatb er. is ſtiled the Only 
ne God, and the Only Lord God, and the like, ] 
vo relates to the. Term Father, the Term Fa. 
berell der is fo appropriated thereby to y — 
| «© Perſon, 


Cs 


pag. 55. 


Page 64. 


( ſiſtence; is, I think, not contrary to Sai 


% 
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* Perſon, as to exclnde the Son from being i þ 
« Father. But if it! [the Word, Onh,)] off 
late to the Term God or True God, it is. 
< tributed to the Subject in "ſuch Manner M 
net to exclude the Son from being the One Till 
* God, but Idols only,” That is, as before 
When our Lord and his Apoſtles affirm that ti. 
Father is the only true Gad, they do not at a. 
mean that he is (by way of Eminence) Til. 
only True God, but only that He is the only In git 
G £8. ater 
« Again; The Father is not contradiſtings 
© ſhed from the Son, by the Character of the l 
« ving and True God, but by that of Father: F 
this is the full Meaning of the Citation oy 
of the firſt Epiſtle to the Theſſalonians, ch 
<< yer. 9, Te turned to God from Idols, to ſerv! 
Living and True God, the Father; and to ns 
for his Son from Heaven. Where the Living « 
True God is uſed in Oppoſition to Idols only 


** and not in Contradiſtin&tion to the Sai. . © 
* And the Term Father implied, is in Opp: 5 
4 ſition to and excluſive of the Sox.” [LIM 
is ; Chriſt's being the Son of the Living and Ti 1 
God, does not ſignify his being the Son of H 
Living and True God, as is expreſſed; but aug, | 
of the Father, as is widerflood,]  _ G1 

Ido not know who ——- ſays, that hill - 
* One God the Father, as He is the Perſon of N 
* Father, is the Sox > But to fay that the O fd. 
God, who is the Father in the jr f Subſiſtenc "I 


Hof the Godhead, is the Son in the ſecond dul 


ture nor Tradition.” [To the beſt of m 
Apprehenfion, theſe words have no othe 
poſſible Meaning but This; that the One GY 
the Father, when he is ſtiled the Perſon 7 1 
o | WRITES e od 
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Father, is not the Son; but when He is ſtiled 
the Son, then he is the Sox] | | 
The ſame exiſtent Subſtance with its ſubſtan- p 2. 94, 
* ſal Attributes, as It is conſidered in the # 
* Perſon, or Perſon of the Father, is called 
* underived; as It is conſidered in the ſecond 
* Perſon, or Perſon of the Son, to whom it is 
* communicated from the Father, is called de. 
* rzved,” [That a new Perſonality may be bes 
utten or produced (tis well they did not fay 
geated) in the unbegotten Subſtance, is what the 
*choolmen have fancied they could apprehend 5 
But that the Subſtance itſelf, that the underived, 
the unbegotten Subſtance of the Father, ſhould it- 
elf become or be called a Subſtance derived or 
Motten, What is This but affirming the Father 
bimſelf, when he is conſidered as Father, to be 
called wbegotten, and when he is conſidered ag 
Son, then to be called derived or begotten £ | | 
There is a mixt Oppoſition in the Terms, bag. 128, 
One God, the Father : The Term Fatber im- 
' plied, is oppoſed to the Term Son; and the 
One God, to falſe Gods only.” | That is to 
Wy, plainly z One God, the Father, is Both 
aber and Son. 
* 'The Divine Subſtance, as it is perſonalized paz 193. 
in the Father without Derivation, is called 
SeIf-exiſftent : But as it is perſonalized in the 
Ln by Derivation from the Father, or, as 
it paſſes from the Father into a ſecond Sub- 
litence, is called begotten; it receiving dif- 
ferent Denominations in different Reſpects.“ 
d elſewhere : © Begotten of the Father (you 58. 92. 
„ © ——expreſles neither the Subſtance of 
the Perſon, nor any ſubſtantial Attribute.“ 
hat is, again: The fame individual Sub- 
Nec, is both Self-exiſtent and not Self-exiftent, 
rotten and begotten, = whereas the _ 
0 
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of the Council of Nice, ſuppoſes the Son tobe, l 
vnde TS TATO)-. begotten or derived FROM © © 
the Subſtance of the Father ; you affirm directly on IP. 


the contrary, that He is (not, fromthe-Subſtance bi 


page 149. 


ons, under the preſent Head. 


pag. 23 


His Chapter. 31, is That wherein he ſo empha- 


ot the Father, but that he 9 the very individual Sub- ¶ ci 
ftance itſelf (the unbegotten Subſtance) of the Fatber.| C 


. © Novatian convinces the firft ſort of Here: Wyo 
* ticks, that the Son is God; by arguing from Wth 
„the extravagant Notion, which the ſecond War 


[Sort of Hereticks] had conceived of him 
* m making Him the Father.” [Do you think 
thoſe Hereticks Novatian ſpeaks of, did in 
Words affirm the Son to be the Father; or that 
their Doctrine was ſuch, from which He that 
oppoſed them deduced that Conſequence, and 
charged them with it > Whether the very ſame 
Conſequence does not as clearly and neceflanly 
follow from your Doctrine, as tis poflible to 
do from Any; the Reader will Judge] 


But to return to your particular Obſervati- 


« Novatian [when He ſtiles the Father tb 
* One God] ſhuts out (you ſay) any other Fin 
„ Perſon, but not a Second Perſon 3 8s 
« appears from the Citation out of cb. zi. 


tically repeats the Words, Dm Deus, Pater; 
The One God, the Father. Which Words yon 
would fain have your Reader underſtand, the 


ſignifying One God-the- Father in oppoſition to Ml; 


yet the Fuber one is The One God, by file 


any Other God-the-Father ; whereas the who'Mbee; 
Deſign of Novatian's Book from the beginning tte 
to the End, is to ſhew this very thing, that, Mien, 
though the Sm may properly be ſtiled God,Mhecz 
upon account of his derived divine Authority et. 


taft 9. 


* e . | 8. 48. 
ef Eminence, Supremacy, ard abſolute underived 
n I Power and Dominion. A Reader that peruſes 
e bis whole Book, will be aſtoniſhed to find him 
b WI cited to any other purpoſe. In the fame 31/f 
| MCHapter, is that fingle incidental Paſſage, which 
re- ¶ jou ſo often cite and inſiſt upon, as if it wes. 
m Wihe main Hinge upon which. Notatian's whole 
Argument turned, viz, Per Subftantie com- 
im {Wnmonem., © He held (you. ſay, pag. 12,) that 
nk MW the Subſtance of the Father was communi- 
in ated to the Son.” Again pag, 15, you cite 
hat Ice fame Words, By a Commutiion of Sub- 


fence.” Again, pag: 34, 55, 56,. aud 101, 
you cite and inſiſt upon the ſame. Words. A- 
rain pag. 31, © Noratian (you ſay) held the 
, lil Unity of both Perſons” And a- 
pan, pag. 173, ſpeaking of Novatian, you refer 
o the ſame Paſſage, when you lay down © the 
WH. Communication of the Subſlance of the Father to 
at. the Son as part of Novatian's Opinion. Now | 
vhether Novatian in this ſingle Pafſage, by the 
Vords [per a 07] commimionem] meant (as 


the von do) Metaphyſical Subſtance, or no; a Read- 
FM, who —__ — the whole Paſſage, 
ll find very much Reaſon to doubt. (At leaſt 
31. lis plain he did not mean it, as you do, in the 
Pha · N identical Senſe:) But if he did mean it in ſome 
ter; I vetaphyſical Senſe, yet tis evident he men- 
Ve bons it only iucidentalh, and does not lay 4 
I, t(bough jour Reader is to think he lays All the) 
on to refs of his Argument upon it. His whole 
whol is ſpent in demonſtrating at large, that 
mingſde Father is for This Reaſon (by Way of Emi- 
that, Mitence and Supremacy) the One and Only God, 
God, tecauſe though the Son by Participation of the 
rity ¶ kethers divine · Authority may alſo rightly be 
7 filed God, yet the Father alone, tbeing mderzved 


Md unbegotten, has All Power and Dominion abſo- 
P 2 lufely 


212 ) - 


lately and originally in Himſelf Alone, and what: 
ever Power or Authority is in Any Other what- 
ſoever, is merely by Derivation from and in * 
Subordination to Him as Supreme over All. The 
whole Deſign of his Book, 1s to ſhow, that 
the true Aſſertion of the + Unity of God, conſiſts 
in the Aſſerting of the Monarchy or. Supremacy, Mot 
and the original, underived, independent Domini- 70 
on and Authority of the Father; not in a me- WV! 
taphyſical Notion of the identical Conſubſtantiali- 
ty of more Perſons. Which Notion (however true 
it be ſuppoſed) is of no Streſs in the Queſtion 
concerning the Unity of God. For Two Perſons, 
two intelligent Subſiſtences, if their Domin- WM 
on be Equal and Supreme, are manifeſtly and Wt 
really Two Gods, whatever metaphyſical Unity WW" 


A 


os 


* Quamvis enim fe ex Deo Patre Deum eſſe meminiſſet, nunquam 
ſe Deo Patri aut comparavit aut conrulir ; — Ex quo proba 
nunquam atbitratum illum rapinam quandam Divinitatem, ut 2quar 
ſe Patri Deo : Though he [Chriſt] knew that he was God, as havil 
God for his Father, yet be never compared himſelf with God his Fathi! 
rom whence it appears, that he never thought fit ſe to cla 
to himſelf Divinity, as to equal himſelf with God the Father. Noni 
ch. 17. 15 | 

+ Hence He [the Father] is ſtyled One God, the true God, thy 
Only true God, the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Cbriſt. Whic 
as it is moſt true, and ſo fic to be believed, is alfo a moſt neceſſar 
Truth, and therefore to be acknowledged, for the avoiding M 
tiplication and Plurality of Gods. For if there were more thi 
One which were from None, it could not be denied but the 
were more Gods than One. Wherefore this Origination in the U 
vine Parerttity, has Antiently been lookt upon as the Aferrion « 
the UNITY. Pearſon on the Creed, pag. 40. Edit qth. (In #i 
Words immediately following, (“ and THEREFORE che 0 a1 
* Holy Ghoſt have been believed to be but One God win! 
« Father, becauſe Both from the Father, who is Ou and 
* the {Jaion of them ,”) what that learned Writer mean by # 
Word, THEREFORE, I ſubmit to the judicious Rea der. 
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of their Subſtance: And, on the 


be ſup} 


1 other ſide, That Perſon, whoſe Dominion and 
he Authority Is Alone Supreme, Abſolute and In- 


at dependent; and no Other has any Power, but 
ſts {rived from Him; whatever Communication 
5, cf metaphyſical Subſtance there may or may 
i- ot be (by His incomprehenſible Power) to 
ne- ther Perſons, or whatever other diftin® Lives 


ali- Nr Living Agents he may by his Power have pro- 
rue red (if poſſible) even in bis own individual $4. 


ace; yet evidently He Alone will be The 
mf High, The One God of the Unverſe, Ac- 
dingly, in Novatian's whole Argument, and 
the Truth of things, the more clearly the Su- 
pemacy of the Father is eſtabliſhed, the more 
early is the Unity of God conſequently eſta- 
hed ; the one always depending upon the 
er. On the contrary, in Tow Argument, 
le more the Supremacy of the Father is de- 
ed, the more is the Unity of God eſtabliſhed: 
meaning always, only a figurative and com- 
md Unity; but He, a real and literal, a ſimple 
ad perſonal Unity. 


Us acknowledged to be God, yet, «i; d evo 


mat "G- Beds, e- 1G Hex G- % 
x — , there is but One God only, even He who is 
e hare without original and unbegotten, &c. ¶ So you 


Pt to have cited the words, being one con- 
Wd Sentence.} Upon this Paſſage, your Ol- 
Nation is, that Euſebius © fixes the excluſive 
Term, One only, upon his [the Father's] be- 
ing under ived and imbegotten, not upon his be- 
M's God, But the direct contrary is true. For 
lteſe very Words, he not only fixes the ex- 
we Term, One Only, to the words, underi- 
md unbegotten ; but expres/ly gives That as a 

T 2 Reaſon, 


Upon that paſſage of Euſebius ; Thongh the Son pag. 24» 


( $14 } 


Reaſcn, ſor his fixing it likewiſe to the word ji, 


God. 1» Argument is; the Father, being A- 

lone unbegotten, «ig: ye0'To jadrQ- Steg, tber. 
jore there is (properly and by way of Eminence 

and abſolute Supremacy) but Cue God only. 

Pate + „ Again (you Jay) he CEnſebius] calls him 
the Father, | the One and Only God, as He is 

* the Original, the Fountain, and Root of all 
Good: That is, he denies any other fit, ur 

** derived and mate [unoriginate] Cauſe beſide 
the Father ; but does not deny any othet 

T ms ſon to be God, that is ſecond; derived, and 

1 gotten. — Hilary alſo makes the Father tc 
be the One and Only God, becauſe he is ur 

-* gotten; that is, the God who is alone unbe 

* gotren, there being but One unbegotten 
For were there any other unbegotten intel 

** Qual Principle, beſides the Father of Jeln 

* Chriſt; the Father's being unbegotten, woull 


not prove him to be the Only God, So this: 

< the term, One or On y, — does not exclud 1 

any other perſon from being God, but trol, © 

* being imate or imoriginate. All This, b 

clearly granting the whole Queſtion. Nor ha, ® 

ou any other poſſible way of evading it, bull, 1 

Þy that inconſſtent ſubterfuge, of ſaying th b 

the Cre or Only God, does not ſignify by wal, of 

| of Eminence the One or Only God, but that de 
ag. 25. ſignifies only Ihe One or Only * Firſt Divi th 
Perſon. | f i pe 

pag. 26 © Well then; what is it that ſhews God ſi 
| « Father [when he is ſtiled, The One or L th 
God.] © to be abſolutely Supreme, Selii ry 


*« ſtent, and Independent? Not the Term, . 
* or Only; but the Term, Father,” If fo; WI, ** 
words, One and Only, are become indeed viff}- & 
inſignificant words, 1% ian dta cf 


C 215”) 
But “ Self-exiflence and Independency are not pat 62: 
lit ſeems) Subſtantial characters of the Godhead 
' of the Father. They are negative chara- 
ders, and can by no means relate to the 
' Subflance of the Godhead, which is real and 
' Pofitive.” This is a very important Truth or 


le is -f70ur, and you repeat it very often. Fug. 16, 
a 122gotten, —— is no 1 tive or Subſtantial 
Attribute of the Godhead, ” Pag. 91, © Un- 


derived and Unbegotten, is a Character of the 
Firſt Perſon in the Godhead It is not eſſen- 
tial, becauſe it is negative, and does not ex- 
prels either his Snbſtance or any of his Sub- 
fantial Attributes. Pag. 92, Self-origma- 
ted is of the ſame Importance with under ived, 
being a Term in its Meaning Negative ——— 

' Begotten—— is a Character not eſſential, — 
' becauſe it expreſſes neither the Sl l amce of 
the perſon, nor any Subſtantial Attribute. 
4. 93, ©* Eſſential Terms, by which the eſſen- 
tial Gharafter of a thing is known, are ſuch 
as expreſs the Sub ſtanct and ſubſtantial Attri- 
dutes of 2 thing; But Unoriginated is Mga- 
tive, ſhewing not what the Subject is accord- 
ing to 1ts Subſtance or ſubſtantial Attributes, 
but what it is not, according to the Manner 
of having its Subſiſtence. Pag. 94, Un- 
' derived, the ſame in Meaning with Se f in 
the compounded word Self-exiſtence, can be no 
art of the firſt eſſential. character of God, 
ng a Pire Negation of having That Exi- 
from any other. The learned Pr 
therefore ſhould not ſay, that S-If-exiffent 
or wndertvedly exiſtent is the firſt eſſential 
 Charater of God; becauſe Jl, or underi- 
 tedly, is no part of That eſſential chara- 
. Cter, ”” Pag. 110, They [Self-Exiftence and 
P 4 Inde- 
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udependency] are Negative, and not eſſential rl 
* ſubſtantial characters. Fag. 201, Selex - 
** rſtence, — is no Subſtantial Character, that 
** makes a difference in the Godhead.” And 
Fag. 211, © Underived and Unbegotten are Nega-M 1 
tive Characters, and derived and begotten ae 
** poſitrve Characters, neither of them affecting 7 
the Subſtatce. of the Perſons, but relating to 1 
the Manner of their having their Subſif. . C 
* ence,” This (I fay) is a very important A. 
ſertion : You repeat it frequently. z and very | 
much is built upon it. But ſurely never was F 
Argument built upon a weaker Foundation jr 
For, what is it that is ſMexiſtent ? Is it not the { 
Subſtance of the Father? Is not That Subſtance ts 
eſſentially ſelf-exiſtent > And if the Subſtance of * 
0 
tr 
fa 
be 
I$ 
ul 
Ch 
wh 


God be eſſentially ſelF-exiſtent, is not S2If-exiftece 
conſequently both an eſſential and a ſubſtantial 
Character? That which deceived you 1n this 
Matter, ſeems to be This; that Self-exiftent be. 
ing the ſame as wnoriginate, is (you think) 
merely a Negative Character. But this is 8 
great Miſtake, For though the word, mor: 
ginate, according to the grammatical Compolr 
tion of it, is negative; yet the Idea expreſſed ire 
by it, is poſitive. As you will ſee by the like lot 
ſe in another Word. The word, . i»finite, Wor 
according to the grammatical Compoſition of it, . 
is merely negative; But when we ſay, God is Mii: 
infinite or immenſe, the Idea is not a bare Mga- M0! 
tive, a mere . negation of Bounds, but denotes WM 
the poſitive Greatneſs of That whoſe Exiſtence {Wai 
is declared to be immenſe. 80 endleſs with re. Neur. 
gard to Duration, though the Vord indeed is. 
negative; yet the Thing ſignified by it Cetemi- N 
ty] is not a negative, but a real and poſitive Do- Nie. 


ration. In like Manner, Unoriginate or Und: 
es | 


* 


e 
ned, though the Words themſelves are merely 
negative, yet the Thing expreſſed by them is not 
a mere Negation of being derived, but a r:al 
and poſit ive Ground or Foundation of Exiſtence 
in the Subſtance nſelf, which is properly ex- 
preſſed by Neceſſary Ex iſtence. According to 
Jour way of arguing , All the Attributes of God 
may as well be turned into mere Negatives, His 
Unity, into not being more than One; His Om- 
niſcience. into not being ignorant of any Thing ; 
His Ommpotence , .. into not being limited in 
Fower ; His Omnipreſence, into not being abſent 
from. any. Place: Nay , his very Exiſtence it 
ſelf may as well be ſaid to be a mere Negation, 
ts the Neceſſity. of bis exiſting, or his Self-exiſt- 
ence, Self-exiſtence therefore is, (contrary to your 
Polition,) a Subſtantial Character; becauſe, tis 
traly and really a. poſitrve Character of the Sub- 
fance of God. Tis alſo an eſſential Character; 
becauſe tis That by which the Divine Subſtance 
is what it is, and is diſtinguiſned from all other 
dubſtances. , Laſtly, tis the primary eſſential 
Character of God; . becauſe tis That from 
which all the reſt of the divine Attributes 
are deduced as from their Root. And thus 
four whole Scheme demonſtrably falls to the 
Ground. + _ +1 a 781.1 

There is moreover in what you ſay upon 
this Head, one remarkable incidental Contradic- 
ton. The Reaſon you all along give, why un- 
mginated is no ſubſtantial Character, is becauſe 


ence Nou think) tis merely Negativ? : Yet, pag. 
h re- air, you ſay that derived and begotten are Fo- 


tive Characters, and yet that neither of them 
Fed the Subſtance. Thus (it ſeems) neither 
Negative nor Poſitive Characters affect the Snb- 
Ñnce itſelf, but affect only the Manner of A 


Reply to 


Mr Nelſon, jn every Text of Scr ipture where they ale 


P. 51. 


ſhow that there is either in the Text itſelf, 


perſonal Unity, but a figurative Unity of 


( 218 ) 
fiſting. As if any thing mal ſubffed, that was NN ;x 


not a Subſtance ; or the Difference of Subflances ill * 
could conſiſt in any thing elſe, than in their 
Manner of Subſiſting. 0 


3. 
Mar. XII, 32. There is one God, and there i: 
none other but He. | 


The Queſtion, upon this Text, is; whe 
ther the Words Owe God, mean the one ſuprene 
Father and Governonr of the Univerſe, even 
the God and Father of our Lord Jeſis Chrif, 
or a Complex of more Perſons in one individual 
Eſſence, In Favour of tbe former Senſe of the 
Words, the Dr alleged that the ſame Words, 


found, as well as according to the matwal 
Senſe of Mankind, ate always uſed in * 
That Signification, In favour of the „ 
ther Expoſition of this Text, you do not 


or in the Context, or in any other Text! 
where the words [ One God] are found, any 
thing that leads to that Interpretation you 
contend for: But having entertained an H- 
pothefis, that the Unity of God is not, accord: 
ing to the natural Senſe of the Words and the 
Difates of common Reaſon, a real, proper, aul 


more Perſons in one individual Subſtance; yo 


* * 
” WY Kt 1 1 


2 


* One God, and Father of All, Eph: 4, 6. One God, fl 
Father, of whom are all Things, 1 Cor. 8. 6. 
| ar — 


e 


ire conſequentiy 


to faſten, as well as you ca 
upon tbe Words of every Text, the Senſe of tha 


Hypotheſis. Here therefore comes. in the great 


(Queſtion concerning the Unity of God; what it Q 
s and wherein it conſiſts. Dr Cl. ſuppoſes it con- ; 


ſſts in Ibis; (and herein the ingenious Dr Ben- 
wt agrees entirely with him ;) that there is 
One Intelligent and Living Perſon; * One Su- 
preme Lord, Father, and 
Governour of the Univerſe, 
who Alone has all Power in 
Himſelf, and from whom 
All Power that is in any o- | 
ther, is derived. This (I think) is the Dictate 
of natural Reaſon z This (I think) the Scrip- 
ture always means, when it ſpeaks of one God, 
One NavTwgeTre [Supreme Governour of All,] 


One "Y45&- [Moſt High ;] 
8 well expreſſed by thoſe + 


Antient Writers, who, ſti- 
ling Chriſt God, yet declare 
that the Father Alone is 
till nevertheleſs | by Way 
of Eminence and Suprema- 


cy] The One God, becauſe 
He Alone has All Power ori- 


inally fin Himſelf ; and 


the Dominion, upon 


Ac- 


He bg Ire Nr, au- 
arm 
dee the Paſſage cited out of 
Bp. Pearſon above, pag. 202. 


us Deus fir 


de Trinits. J. 4. 


&c. Creed. 


And this (I think) 
1 Quamvis fic & [Chriflus] 


Deus, unum tamen Deum Pa- 
trem de Obedientia ſug oſtend it, 
ex quo & Originem traxit, 
Novatian. de Trinit. cap. 31. 
Non enim Patri adimitur, 
undd Unus Deus eſt, quia & Fi- 
Ob i Unus 
Deus, quia ex ſe Deus. Hilar. 


count of which Chriſt is ſtyled God, is derived 
lrom Him | the Father, | and dependent upon 
Him. On the contrary, Tour Notion of the 


Unity of God, (which you 
Lf you pee 


on, and lay the whole St 


ually inſiſt 
your Cauſe 


upon it, both in This Section and every where 
through your whole Boak,) is This , that it is 
only an Union of More | Supreme) Perſons in One 
Individual Subflance. Which is indeed an Unity 


of metaphyſical- Sufance, but not an Unity of 


God, 
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God. For many Perſons, many Intelligent Sub-i 
Sfences, many Intelligent Agents, (if they be 
Supreme and Equal in Dommion,) are maniteſtly 
fo many Gods, (fo many mie αον vers, ) whate- 
ver Union there be, or be not, of their meta- 
phy fical Subſtance or Subſtances : As you your- 
felf clearly acknowledge, pag. 79 and 80; 
where, by affirming that the Heathens did not 
look upon their Gods to be Gods in Subſtance, 
nor to have received from the Pither the Drome 
Subfance like the Son and Holy Ghoſt; you plain- 

confefs, that if they had received from Him 

Divine Subſtance,even the One individual Di- 
vine Subſtance; they would conſequently have 
been, not God, but Gods, 1n That Subftance, 
And again, pag. 173, When — affirm Nous. 
tran's meaning to be, that the Divinity of the Sm 


i taught in ſuch Term, as not to introduce two di- 
Finct independent Deities by making the Son in all 
| Reſpeds equal to the Father; you plainly acknow- 


edge, that if the Son was in all Reſpe#s equal to 
the Father, | in the ſame individual Sul ance , For, 
bis you 7 though erroneouſly, to have 
been Part of Novatian s Opinion; they would 
conſequently have been two diſtin# independent 
Deities; Not, two diſtin# independent Subſtances, 
but, two diſtindt mmdependent Gods in One Subſtance. 
The true Queftion is, whether God be Oye : Not 
only whether he be metaphyſically, One Subſlance, 
but whether he be alſo literally and perſonally (as 
in the Creed) One God, One Lord, One na- 
verTre Ruler over All. Many Gods in one indivi- 
dual Snbffance, will not be (in the religious 
Senſe) One' God, though they be (in the neta- 
phyfical Senſe) One Subſtance. *Tis a great Ar- 


In 


8 * 


— — 


fiSce 2 rem irkable Paſſage cited out of B) Pear ſon above, pag. 202 
and 200 het, Page 212. | 
gument 


(221) . 

. ment againſt the Truth of your Notion; 

be Hat the Knowledge which al Men have of the 

ily V God, by natural Reaſon, gives them a quite 
bfierent Idea. Tis a great Argument againſt 

he Truth of your Notion; that where yon per- 

getually lay the Streſs of All, there the Scripture 


Ur- 

; Walways wholly ſilent; never ſo much as men- 
ot Noning the Suhſfance of God at all, (unleſs per- 
ce, Paps in ſome remote and F | | 


ertain Alluſions, as in the f For the Name, I am, (as 


ine 

. Mu wy — ** ſerves,) may as well reſec to the 
im on ower a Immutability of Gods Premiſes. 
Di- er ſal Supreme Dominion, as of his Subſtance. | 


ks that which makes Him, 
pho is in Himſelf (in the metaphyſical Senſe) the 
elf-exiftent Being, to be (in the religious Senſe) 


u. God and the God of the Univerſe, *Tis, laſt- 

4. WJ, a great Argument againſt the Truth of your 

all Wiotion ; that whereas thoſe Antient Authors 

W- Irho firſt talked of ' metaphyſical Subſtance, 

| to ppoſed the Son and Holy 

or, mit to be ¶ Parts of whe | Radins ex Sole, frurex ex 
ve Wibftance of the Father; and Arbore, Rivus ex Flumine. 
114 Dae Creed of the Council Tertullian. 

lent et Nice ſuppoſes the Son 

ces, I be, tu Soiag, begotten or derived FRO 

ce, Ne Subſtance of the Father , you (in a quite dif- 

Not rent Scholaſtick Scheme) make the Son and 


Boh Spirit to be, ipſa $0ix 78 mxTodc, the very 
wfance itſelf, the Whole nnbegotten underived 
ſtance of the Father himſelf. And This you 
ometimes explain in ſuch a Manner, as if you 
neant that the Three Perſons, (not indeed Per- 
ms but Perſona only,) were merely nominal; viz. 
hat God, when called by One Name, is One 
I'rſon, and, when called by another Name, is | 
ether Perſon ; (As where you ſay that © The bag. 63. 
One God, who is the Father in the firft Subſift- 

** ence 
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W 
ALaenee of the Godhead, is the Sam In the ſecond 
pa · 6d. © Subſiſtence; And that He is throngh All 
as He isthe Nord, and in All as He is tbe Spi- 

jag. 95. © rit;” And that © the ſame exiſtent Subſtance 
with its ſubſtantial Attributes, as It is conſi- 
% dered in the firſt Perſon., or Perſon of the 
Father, is called underibed; as It is confide- 
red in the ſecond Perſon, or Perſon of the 
Son, to whom It is communicated from the 
Father, is called derived. At other Times eri 
you explain your Notion in ſuch a Manner, 2 

„ if you meant that the Three Subfifencies ſubſiſt 
ing in One individual Subſtance. | though what 
Difference there is between Subſtance and Su 
ence; no Mortal can tell; ſulſlare and Aae 
both alike ſignifying vmgwa!, from when 
vav5ang 18 derived; ] were yet redly diſtiud 4 
_ gents or Intelligencies. (As when you ſay tha 
$a. 187'* Every Divine Perſon is an individual intel 


40 ligent ing, * though they are not | 
* 'Three Beings ſeparate and divided from cacti 
gag. 168. Other; But each Perfon by himſelt 


ein one Reſpe@ an individual intelligent R 
< ing, and in another Reſpect All three to 
* gether are but one individual Being: 
fg. 19. And that the © One undivided Divine Sub 
% ſtance is Intelligent and Agent in the Ibn 
„Divine Perſons.”) Now in which ſoev: 
of theſe Ways your Notion be underſtood, i 
is in no wiſe defenſible. For if you mean thi 
the Three Subſiſtences are ot three real intell 
zent Agents ſubſiſting diſtinaly in the On 
3 but (as you expreſs yourſelf, p4 
189.) © One Intelligent AGENT ,” then vod 
Doctrine is preciſely the Hereſy of Sabellaugf 
which conſiſted. in aſſerting uiav omicanv Tel 
rec, Oue individual Subſlance or Subſ/tena 
baving Three perſonal Denomnations or Appt 

| aut! 


SubPance, For, that which makes God to . 
God; that which makes Him who is in Hi 
- ſelf (in the metapbyſical Senſe). a Perfe# Being, 
be (an the religious Senſe) the God and Lord 
the Univerſe, Is Supremacy of Dominion; A 
that which makes him to be Oue God only, 
his being Alone Supreme or -awvToKeaTRe, Thi 
Supremes, would neceſſarily be Three Gol 
and equally ſo, whether in One Subſtance or 
more. As I have already ſhown above. 


bar. 7. The Learned Dr (you: ſay) would not 
* thought to exclude the Son from being God 
* any other Reſpect, then from being He who al 
** derives his Being and Godbead from no Cal; 
* and— endeavours to givean Account 
Pag. 2%, the Divinity of the Son without touchin 
upon his Subſtance, ' when He ſays that tl 
© Jon is really and truly God by deriving real i 
* true Divinity from the ineffable Power of Hy 
* who alone has an unoriginated Being and Gui 
„head: But what this Divinity 18, —— 
* hard to conceive ; neither does the De te 
* us. Again: The Dr indeed acknc 
Paz. 38. “ ledges that the Son is really and truly God, by dt 
&* rivixg real and trus Divinity from the Power 
e the Father; But what this Divinity is, « 
* whether it be founded upon a Communicat 
4 on of the Subſtance of the Father to the 801 
« the Dr tells us not.” The ſame Thing y 
repeat again, pag. 192 and 193; and again 
pag. 203- | ; 
What the Divinity of the Son of God is, 
think Dr Clarke has clearly and ſufficient) 
{ſhown in his Scripture-do@rme by thoſe Paſſage 
of Scripture, which declare that, before his In 
carnation, he was The Word, that he was in the 
J l. 1, 1. Beghuning with God, [not & 76 Seth, in God 


5 (22590 
tot %% %% ger bis internal Reaſon, but 
Hine Ry With God, as One — is pre- 
it with Another; and that He himſelf was 
c, God, or a\droine Perſon : That he bad Glory , . 
th God, before the World was : "That he was in n . . 
E Form of God; The Brightneſs of bis Glory, and gb th 
Le expreſs Image of bis Perſon ; the + Image of the Col 1. | 3. 
ble God, the firſ-born of every Creature; The © 
Rim or Head, Ac ps] 7 the Creation of Rer. 3, 14. 
4; He By whom God created all Things. And ph, 3, 9, 
ut, after his Incarnation and Reſurrection, 
[| Power was given unto Him in Heaven aud in att. 28 
ath 3 and a Name which is above every Name 319, : 
bat at the Name of Feſus every Knee ſhould bow, Phil: 2, 6; 

things in ' Heaven, and things in Earth, and 
2 _— iſ ; — that 74 f ue 
Suld confefs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord, to the Glo- 

of G04 ide Father. 9 40 

This is the Account the Dr has given us from 
mpture, of the Divinity of the Son of God; and 
ts (I think) a very clear and intelligible Ac- 
unt. Bot All This is of no Weight with you, 
compariſon of a metaphyſical Notion concern- 
gan identical Unity of Subſtance Of which, 
e Scripture ſpeaketh not a Word; And which 
hatever metaphyſical or philoſophical Truth it 
ay have) is of no Uſe (as I have before 
own) in eſtabliſhing the Unity of God in 
e Religious Senſe of the Queſtion, which de- 
Je ads wholly upon Ab ſolute Supremacy of Gos 

WE ment or Dominion. | 

— — enactment eee 


_— <4 ww +. a. 5.2. £ 


nn dure Shame, ſays Origen, indy Tis du, u 
Divinity of Chriſt, is the Image of the true Divinity, VIZ. ol che 
her, Orig. in Job. page 228. 1 


Q iz! u Tertulliat 


pee. 29- Tertullian (you ſay) makes the Father an 
the Son to be of Oxe undivided Subſtance 
** like the Sun and its Ray.” But this | his ſu 


pag. 3 I, 


tag. 32. 


ſtance of the Father; As you do, pag. 95, ani 


den; thavgh they receded from the Nic 
| « Stands 
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ofing the Son to be Part of the Father's Sul 
nce,! is a very different thing, from yl 
making the Son to be the whole -underived Sell 


indeed every where through your. whole Boo 


You add. Novatian and Athanaſms held 
“ ſubſtantial Unity of Both Perſons.” | 
Novatian (as I before obſerved), mentions [ 
mumonem Subſtantie | only once incidentally; u 
even There it does not at all appear that 
meant it in the metapbyſcal Senſe: (At leaſt | 
plain to Any conſiderate Reader, that hed 
not mean it in the identical Senſe:) But 
whole and uniform Deſign of his Book from 
Beginning to the End, is to ſhow, that thou 
the Son alſo is rightly ſtiled God, by Virtue 
communicated Power and Dignity; yet the Fat 
Alone is, and is always ftiled, upon Acco 
of his Supreme Dominion and original 'underi 
independent Power and Authority, (by way of 
mineuce and Abſolitely ſpeaking,) The On « 
Only God of the Univerſe, | 


* This general way xy) of includ: 
the Son in the One N be the Rea 
* why the Compilers of the Sirmian form 
* Faith, anathematize thoſe who ſay thatt 
* $01 18 excluded from the Gothead by the f 
* lowing Expreſſion, Iam the fr and I an ut 
< laſt, and beſides Me there is no God, Ila, 44, 
* which they declare to be ſpoken to th f 
* clufion of Idols and Falſe Gods, and not of 


6221) 


Standard in leaving out the Term buααν 
a imfubſantial. ] Now theſe Words of yours, 
© anathernatizing thoſe who ſay that the Son 
is excluded from the Godbead by the Expreſ- 
fon, I am the Firſt &c; lead Your Read- 
to think, that 0 Council of Sum a 
inion that the Words, I am the Fiſt &c. 
ln ude both Father and Son. Than which, no- 
| ng can' be more diametrically oppoſite (as all 
ed Men know) to the Senſe of That Coun- 
1 |; or indeed to the True Meaning of their 
ords 75 this very Place; as would have ap- 
1 ou had ſet down . direct Tranſlation 
= Ag ords, as you ought to have done. 
The Words are, ing Th, B) Seas vers, 
eee uf ono! nel N H. d 
NY Eoyuevor, & dr TS MONO Vs Ted 
wy gs iH Axupare, Ge- 
* If theſe Words, I am the Firſt, and 
— 'the Laſt, and beſides Me there is no 
* which are ſpoken in Oppoſition to 125 
od falſe Gods, be ** One underſtood, a 
the Tewiſh Manner, to nyt of a Dexial of 
who in God the Only-begotten before the V Him 
let him be Anthems” The Meaning of 
hich, evidently is; not, that the words, I 
n the Fj „N, al I am the Laft, and beſides Me 
2 is no God, fignify both Father and Son, 


de Council of Sirmium :,) but that theſe, and 
other the like an of Scripture, be- 
tacy) of God the Poather only, are not ineonſiſt- 
It (2s the Fews alledged them to be) with 
Wicknowledging, the Son to be God the Only-be- 
Witten before the Worlds. 


Q2 Origen 


rect ly contra to * whole Doctrine of | 


2 ee by Way of Eminence and Supre - 


oy r AREA” Goble ooo ren Wt ” - 
w — L * 


| 
| 
| 
[ 
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pat 33. e Origen 2 you "ae le) held the son to be l. 
| ot Immortal God, the Word, c.“ But Origen 4 
Words, Tv IT $edv Nye, do not ſi a 
what. you have expreſſed; but, The imma 
God the-. Nord; Men! is a very different Ne 

tion. 
pag. 35- | The ſame Author (you add) held the Sont 
be «awww , which word you tranſlate, 
made. But the Word «1mm, is nowbere | 
Centr cel. uſed concerning the Son: And the Senſe of tl 
1. 5, whole Paſſage ſhows ſo evidently, to an: 
pag. 287. tentive Reader, the word to be t er⸗ corrupt 
that Selenius the Tranſlator renders it ab at 
Fenitum, as if he had read it d&«ytwyTwy ; A 
tis. moſt probe, the true Reading is 


mr. 


en | 2 5 5 4+. IS; \* Ar : e 
. "Job XVII, 3. That they mig ry know Thee, if" 
Only true God ; and Fcp l, whom tho if 


ſent. . 2 J An ehe, Ivo>V x 60, Aud H 
ven Thy aſt ſent, even Fel raft 15 


Common Senſe ſhows. (and, 7977 is no P 
* bility of, underſtanding it otherwiſe,) t 
He whom our Saviour, in the former Part 
; this Sentence, ſtiles THEE the only True Go 
is the ſame Perſon, of whom he 125 s in n 
latter Part ef the ſame Sentence, THOU Miff / 
font Feſus Cbriſt; 2 whom immediately | 
fore and after, (ver. 1 and 59 He expreviMiiq ; 
calls by the. me of Father. It therefore WW T; 
ho ent his Son into the World, and whom fd, 
Lord calls his Father, be indeed The Fat ie 
„nh; and it. cannot with auy Truth or? 
prie 
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mety be affirmed, that the Three Perſons, 
Wie Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt,). 

je He whom our Lord calls Father, and of 


m om he faith THOU baft ſent Feſus Cbriſ; it 
** lows neceffarily, that died by theſe other 


ds, THEE the Only True God, does qur 
- mean the Three Perſons,” but the Father 


, Ms AS. 4. A | | 
All you have to object againſt This, is a C - d 37 Ke. 
Action of what ſeems to Me the ſtrangeſt n. 
on in the World. Your Words upon this Sub- 
t, L have already cited at large, (pag. 204. &c, 
we ;) whither 1 refer the Reader. The Sum 
them, is plainly this. Though the Father 
indeed here expresſly ſtiled, the Ou) True 
bd, yet the, Word Only, muſt by no Means 
e underſtood to be connected with the Words 
he God, but with the Term Father therein in- 
uded : So that our Saviour muſt not be ſup- - 
led to mean (by Way of Eminence and Supre- 
lacy) the only True God, by thoſe words The 
Ire God; but he muſt be ſuppoſed to mean 
ly, that the Father is the Only True Father. 


Concerning Novatian, * Hilary, Ambroſe, Ba- 
„ Kc. enough has been already ſpoken. 


art 

Go | | 8 

n i we Paſſage which you cite, pag. 25, our of Hilary; ¶ Fecleſiæ 
ts ſolum verum Deum Patrem conſeſſa, conſitetur & Chriſtum; The 


ef of the Church, which makes Confeſſion that the Father is the On- 
Ine God, makes Confeſſſon of Chriſt alſo ;] does nor ſignify, that 
inſt is included in the Profeſſion the Creed makes concerning che 
True God, the Father; but that Chriſt is profeſſed in the ſame 
ted, to be the Son of that One True God the Father. 


Fat Ven, referring to this Text, ſays ; me} wav oy ps, 07 N 
pi &uT0y, if aus d Coll, Concerning the FATHER the Scripture 
JT %% to know bim is eternal Life. contr. Eunom. Orat. 18. 


a3 To 


4 C 
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To the Dys alleging, that All the Vite ee 


in he Three Fi 'Centurzes ae this Text | 
pag. 41. He does; Lt Anſwer is: **, 
E 


be plea 


734 Epiſtle, cite 


Hec eſt vita ælerna, ut cognol- 
cant Te ſolum ty verum Deum, of 
guem miſiſti . Feſum Chriſtum. 
Chm ergo ex ipſius Chriſti præ- 
dicatione & conteſtatione PA- 


I ER antè cognoſcendus fir, qui 


miſir ; runc'deinde Chriſtus, qui 
miſſus eft. 


vas ſent, Which words of 
are the more remarkable, ! 


Qua zutem poteſtate conſequi 
in Baptiſmo temiſſionem pecca- 
torum poteſt, negans Deum 


Creatorem PATREM Chriſti; 


quando ipſam poteſtatem qui 
baptizimur, & Sanftificationem, 


ab codem PATRE Chriſt- 
us accepetit; quem majorem 


dixerir; a quo, clarificari pe- 
tierit; cujus Voluntatem, uſa; 
ad b ſequĩum bibendi calicis & 
ſubcundz mortis, imp!everit ? 


hep he ſhy 


d to produce thefe Writers, it win 
then be Time to conſider them“ ; Two « 
them, he did produce; Origen, and Novati 
Novatian whole Book, is founded upon his 1 
terpreting This and thè like Texts juſt as t 

Dr does. Origen, 

 dofrine, upon this Text, 
Part II, & 39. How Ireneus underſtood. tl 
Text, appears from the Paſſages (eſpecial 
the Laft,) cited out of Him by the Dr 
his Scripture-doFrixe, Part II, $ 9.3 and in 

Reply to Mr Nelſon, pag. 13. Cyprian, in 

| Cites and interprets this Te 


He cited in his Scriptuſ 
b 


thus: T his is Life eternal, t 


they may know, Thee th: i na 
True God, eſus OM 2d 
whom thou baſt ſent : 1 & 


(ſays he) Chrift himſelf dec 
and teſtifies, that the FA Ht 
who ſent him, muſt fi 
known ; and then ri ; 


cauſe they are followed 
the {ſame Page by thele 


| leſs obſervable ones: By voti 


Authority (ſaid he) does 1 
Fer ſon expect to obtain Rem!) 
of bis Sins in Baptiſm, who 
mes God tbe Creator, the 
THER of Chriſt 5 when C0 
received even That very 4uon 
rity by which we are baptiſt 
and alſo bis own * 


( 231 ) / | 
= D 

er f w rayed to be 
xt Nied; and whoſe ill rage us — 
* drinking of that Cup, and the undergoing of 
eath, This is the Senſe of Cyprian, Nor do 
u attempt to allege any one Author in the 
ire firſt Centuries, that underſtood this Text 
the Manner you contend for; except Novati- 
only; who, of all Others, is the moſt ex- 
ſly again you; and whoſe Whole Book is 
itten profeſſedlyagainft your Notions, 

Wins „ 


Tou“ add one Paſſage out of an Author wha pag. 41. 
would not &afily be ſuſpected to have called 
Chriſt the Only Tine God; viz: Enſebius of 
Ceſarea; who, in his Panegyrick upon Cor 
fantine, ch. 15, having given this as a ſe- 
cond Reaſon why Chriſt roſe from the Dead, 
namely that he might manifeſt his Godhead, 
adds; for fmce men bad Deified Men wbo were 
detained of Death, calling them Gods and He- 
roes, — Chrift taught them to confeſs, - 
jv y tv YrevdTW D xn, Gr, that 
He only of All who died was True God, 
pho was crowned with the Rewards of Victory 
over Death: Calling the Ford, who quicken- 
ed his Body, The only True God, in Oppoſi- 
tion to Men who were Deifyed after Death, 
but detained of it.” Now, (not to take 
otice that the very Manner of Expreſſion, 
i ty NT Deov axA1,99, He only, of 
abo died, was true God, is extremely different 
"Mm, TON -4cvoy #Ay,9r%0v H, THE Only True 
bd, which two Forms of ſpeaking you jum- 
e and confound together z) nothing is more 
Sonderful than your citing this Paſſage at all 
being for you; than which, even at firſt 
ht, nothing can in the whole Senſe and De- 
| PE ſign 


| 
| 
| 
| 
f 


Pag. 43. 


But the Authorities they produce for th 


Z ( 232, ) : 

gn of it poſſibly be more directhy againſt you 

As indeed every. thing in Euſebiuas Writing 
Wide aun 323 en hed” ie beth 


18. 


To the Dr's Obſervation, | that the Learne, 
Bp Pearſon and the Learned Bp Bull, expres 
acknowledge theſe. words, the Only True God 
to be meant— of the Father only, by way 0 
Supreme Eminence, in Contradiſtindion ta the don 
you anſwer: ** It appears indeed to have beer 

the Opinion of theſe learned Prelates, tha 
* it Was uſed in Contradiſtinction to the Son 


* Confirmation ot their Opinion, are (you ſa 
* very Few; and argue no more than tha 
* the Son 1s excluded from the Perſon of th 
Father, but not from a Communion of $ul 
„ fance and Godhead,” The Authorities 0 
which their Opinion in this particular is ground 
ed, are; clear and undeniable Reaſon; ever 
Text of Scripture, where the One God is mentic 
ned; every Ante-Nicene Father, that cites an 
of theſe Texts at all; and Many even of th 
Later Fathers, who cculd not preſently intrc 
duce a new Interpretation of the Texts, though Th 
they bad introduced in their own: Writings G. 
New manner of expreſſing Things. But thei 
Authorities © argue no more (you ſay,) tha © 
„that the Son is excluded from the Perſon ff « 
ec the Father,” One would think, there wi « 
no great Need of Authorities, to prove thi Te 
the Son is not. the Perſon of the Father : B the 
That which theſe Authorities prove, is, thi exp 
ſince The Only True God, and The One Goff © 
are, in the alleged Texts, expresſly predicate * | 
of the Perſon of the Father; and 4 Perſon q « | 
the Father, does not include the Son ; ther 
fore the Son is not, in thoſe Texts, included 
| 7 t 


>> SD ©Yg = ot yoo ww 2. 
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the Phraſes, The Only True God, and The One 
Gol. Which is ſo certain, that Bp Prarſon 


acknowledges it not only to be True, but to 
be n Neceſſary Truth tor the avoiding a Plura- 
lity of Gods, 'and that Herein Antiently was 
lookt upon to conſiſt the Aſſertion of the Unity 
of God: See Two moſt remarkable Paſſages to this 
Purpoſe, cited out f That Learned Writer, above, 
pag. 202 and 212. As to what you add about 
Comtmuntion of Subſtance, or (as you expreſs it, 
pag. 38,) Communication of Subſtance ; and are 
perpetually repeating it through your whole 
Book; I have ſhown above, pag. 223, that 
(whatever metaphyfical Truth there be, or be 
not, in That Notion,) it is entirely beſide 
the Queſtion concerning the Unity of God in 
the religious Senſe. PUT 


Upon the two Texts cited upon this Occaſion 

by Bp Pearſon and Bp Bull, (1 Cor. 8, 6, To Us 

there is but one God, the Father; and Eph. 4, 6, 

One God and Father of All;) what you have to 

offer, is an expreſs Contradiction even in Terms. 

For, having cited that Text, 1 Tim. 2, 5, 
There is One God, and one Mediator between 

God and Men; you ſay, pag. 45, the Terms 
One God, are in Oppoſition to Idols or falſe 

tha © Gods; and the Term FATH#R, either ex- 
*. preſſed or implied, IS IN OPPOSITION TO 

c WY © THE SON.” But upon the two other 
tha Texts, 1 Cor. 8. 6; and Eph. 4, 6; wherein 
. the Term Father, is not only A yr 
tha expreſſed; you ſay, pag. 44, that © the FA 
Oo N is the On 2 — Oppoſition to the 
* many Gods ſo called, and NOT IN OP. 
* POSITION TO THE SUN.” Which is a 
moſt expreſs Contradiction both to yourſelf, 
and to the Apoſtle, 88 
r 


E 46: 
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Pr clels repreſented. the Opinion of Tre: 


waxs thus: that God the Father is True God 
or Lord, becauſe be Originally, ruleth over All; 
and that the Son alſo is Lue God or Lord, becauſe 
be bas Truly and Really Received from bis Fatber 
Divine Nw and 2 over = whole 
Creation. This, you fay, © 1ggnot a juſt Repre- 
< ſentation of the Rea Gain of Irenaus, 0 
* cauſe the Dr puts in, Originally, which J. 
© rengus mentions not. That is; The 
Doctor's Words are not (neither are they 
ſet down as being) a Tranſlation from Ire- 
was; But a juſt Repreſentation of his S:nſe, 


I think they plainly are. Irexeus's Words 


13%. 47. 
pag. 48. 


the Father; he explains This Dominion to be, 


are; [Qui dominatur omnium, Deum Pa- 
trem; & Filium ejus, qui dominium ACCE- 
PIT a Patre ſuo omnis Conditionis : God the 
Father, who ruleth over All; and bis Son who 
RECEIVED from bis Father Dominion over the 
whole Creation. ] Is not This a direct and ex- 
preſs Antitheſis between Original Dominion and 
Received Dominion; though the word, Original, 
is not there; the Senſe of it being as fully 
noo clengly ſet forth by the Abſolute Expreſ- 
ion? 

But you add, ſecondly, that the Dr's Words 
are not a juſt Repreſentation of the Reaſoning of ht- 
nans, becauſe there is nothing ſaid here by 
Irenaus, © of the Son as God, but as Lord; and 
that © as for his Godbead, he gives no other 
Proof of That in this Chapter, than that He 
js abſolutely called God“ Now This, I am 
very ſure, is a real Miſrepreſentation of Ire 
naus. For within a very few Lines after his 
declaring the Son to be called Lord, upon Ac- 
count of his having received Dominion from 


not 


ad ., a a . a fn Dov A\q\ oP. ooo 
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not only That which he received after his 
Relprreftion, but That alſo which he Recei- 
upon Accowd of which, » accepiſſe 
nl coi i, TECH 
e is 


he ex 

that in Scripture ſtiled — 14 2 — Sim'licer 
God. Di contra habet 1{lud ; Sedes tua, DEUS 
| hat * V. ry to in Aiternum unxit te DE- 
* you ere affirm. D, DEUS tuus, Urroſq; enim 
0 WS 1 DEI appellarione ſignificavit Spi- 
V. er qui ungitur Filium, & cum qui ungit, id eſt, patrem. 


4 Febovab (you ſay) ſignifies a neceſſarily- pas. 48. 
exiftin wo 5 Not ſo: But tis the york 
of Him, of The PERSON, whoſe That Sub- 
ſtance is; as you yourſelf elſewhere acknow- P. 47- 
ledpe. therefore the Son be any where ſti- 
led Febovab ; it follows of Neceſſity, either 
that the Son 1s. (not the Subſtance only, but) the - 
Perſon of the Father; or, that he is tiled Fe- 
boavab, only as being the Repreſentat;ve of the 
Father, or elfe, that there are in the ſame Sub- 
ſtance Two Febough's ; directly contrary to the 
Words of the Text, Deut. 6, 4, TR MM 


vn mm, d- 5 Fr jul, nb, Ec 


in, The Lord our God, even the Lord | Jehovah] 
7s One, nus, not -Unum. } 


Lou inſiſt upon it, that the word, ..Only, page $15 
does not. always exclude every Thing elſe, 
but the Subject to which it is united,” That is 
to ſay; that Words are of no uſe to expreſs the 
Senſe of the Speaker or Writer. But you give In- 
ſtances. Origen, calls Chriſt the Only Lord. Cypri- 
an ſays of Chriſt, that He Only can pardon Sins. 
Clemens Alexandrinus, calls Chrift the Only Fudge. 
In which and the like Expreſhons, no one (you 
think) will ſay that the Fat her was intended G 


to 


| 0 226 > 8 
to be excluded. But 'tis very certain the Fa- 
ther is excluded in'all-Expreſſivtis of this kind. 


That is to ſay : Chriſt, in'theſe Manners of 
anf ſpeaking, is affirmed to be Lord, and 7 udge, 
And Forgiver of Sins; in a'Senfe, which does 
not and cannot belong to the Father. For, 
_ © conſider, I beſeech you: When the Scripture 
.. faith, that the;Son of Mun bath Power upon 
FHuartb to forgive Sins; and that the Father bath 
' , Committed all Fudgment to the Son; and that H- 
bath Appointed a day, in which He will judge the 
World By him; and that God. bas made hin 
both Lord and Chrift'; and Origen lays, in the 
Place here referred to by, you, that our Only 
| Lord is the Son of God; and, St Faul declares, 
that To US there is but —— One Lord, Yeſus 
Chrift, by Cor through] whom, are all Things 
Is it not plain, that the ine Things. cannot 
be faid of. the Father in the ſame. Manner as 
they are of Chrif 2. and that the Father is ag 
clearly and neceſſarily excluded from being the 
„ One Cor ONLT) Lord, BT [or THROUGH) 
* whom are all Things; as the Son is of Neceſſity 
excluded from being the One God, the Father, 
OF whom are all Things? % 


1 Cor. 


But that which follows, is the moſt wonder- 

ſul of all. When you are preſſed, that tis the 
Father expresſly and by Name, Fob. 17, 1, 
whom our Saviour calls, ver. 3, Thee the Only 
Pig. 34. True God; TR" Anſwer (you ay) 1s; That 
if, Only, relate to the Term Father, the Term 
Fatber is ſo appropriated thereby to the Firf 
Fei ſon, as to exclude the Son, as well as eve- 

te ry Thing elſe, from being the Father: But 
if it [the word, Only,] relate to the Term 
Cod or True God, it is attributed to the Sub- 


4 ject in ſuch a Manner, as not to exclude = 
/ cc on 
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Saviour ſtiled hig Father the Only, True Father, 


Son from the , One True God, but Idols only.” 


15 


That is, ig and. in plain Terms, had our 


he had, ſpoken, well; But in ſtiling him the 
Only True God, you conceive, he did not ſay 


. 4 } 


what was right. 


"Is fron what 


. 


„ i 9 4 ! 
of Things you expect 


wy, Bender ſhould'be influenced by, where. 


J . 
R fail; you allege, that Nazianzer's 


ea 
« Reaſoning as a Traditional Manner of 


* arguing upon the Text.“ And concerning 


Anbroſes Argument: he this Reaſon (you 


* ſay) never ſo weak, it cannot takeoff from 
the Authority of an  Explication, which has 
* ſo much Appearance of being Traditional. 
Tradition, it ſeems; nay, an Appearance of 
Tradition, (and à very ſmall Appearance in- 
deed it is z) is ſufficient, by its Anthority, 
5 make amends for the Weakneſs of a Rea- 
" * | 
The Paſſages wherein you think the word, 
Sede, is uſed concerning the Son, the Reader 
will find anſwered already in a Pamphlet entitu- 


Lag 56; 


led, Three Letters to Dr Clarke &c, pag, 19. Out 


of the Scripture, you allege no new Inſtances, 
but what you fin 

* as interpreted by the Antients; that is to 
ſay, Paſſages ſpoken of God by the Prophets, 
and applied to Chrift by the Fathers: Which 


prove nothing more, than God's manifeſting; 


himſelf to Mankind by Chrift; or that God, 
even the invifible Father, "— and ſpake, 
not in his own Perſon, but by his Son, who is 
ſtiled (Zech. 12, 8,) D217R Nen Mn 


in the Old Tfament only, 


Ged, the Angel of the Lord As to the Places 2.5% 


v 
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cited by you from other Antient Writers, they 

ate all clearly anfwered by what has been be- 

fore remarked in the Fumpblet now-mentioned, 

I ſhall here obſerve only, that upon That Paſ- 

ſage of Ireneus, 5 vets wv A οπ , tavern, 

the Dr denied the Words 5 Sede to be 

62, abſolutely, not (as yor make him to ſay) be- 

e on. becanſe they refer to Chriſt, (which would indeed 
| have been a begging of the Queftion;) but, 
becauſe they in the Confiruion of the Sentence 
do ſo refer to Chriſt, (who. had been at large 
deſcribed in the Words going before,) that they 
are plainly the ſame as if the Author had 
ſaid, 4 8d &v Hebe, fi A-. And 
whereas you contend that ꝰ Sede g, is 28 
abſolute an Expreſſion, as If the additional 
Term \oyG- had not been annex ed; the con- 
trary appears plainly from the Place you your 
ſelf cite out of Faſtin, where he thus explains 
it, d Itog om 78 meTec; r N vevundee, 
God Begotten of the Father of the Univerſe, And 
what the Notion of the Antient Church was 
concerning this Matter, is ſtill more fully et 
forth in the following Paſſage of Origen, 
_ fs. the Apoſtle (ſays he) affirm, 
"Eads A, AN gy that to Us there is but One 
c 2405 6 TeTNe, ET m rays" God, the Father, of whom 
ed, Inovs Xprovs, Sf are all Things; and One 
s m Tart 7) H atye £9 Lo d leſus Chrift b 
daurd, Y nv muy my evacicy- rd, Jeſus At, 9) 

x6 wy eds Ty 4m rd Ni Whom are all Things; be 
n Y 8 Ty i Na nſes the word, Us, concern- 

„ W if Kyo "ApaCeCma ju Himſelf and All thiſe 
N 295 wv in Tan dy 6 x: 4 aſcend to ſ uch religi- 

4 ic wy dNauero;, ν dur” q k 0 8¹ 

| gicoac oννν o Joy is oy ways ouſly approach] the Supreme 
wgoz 290705 ,x vis, oy OB- God of Gods, and Supreme 
OY AOTOT A cel iv w Lord of Lords, Now to af- 


. N 


pag. 61. 


— Nl Tus &. cont, „ 
Undivide 


N 
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Undroided Worſhip, through bis Son (God the 
Word and Wiſdom manifeſting itſelf in Feſus,) 
who alone brings unto Him | unto the Supreme 
God] thoſe Men who &c. . 
Theſe Words of Origen, are a direct Para- 


phraſe upon the Text which follows 3 vix. 


"i 


1 Cor. VIII; 4,5, 6. Ve Inow that an 
Idol is. Nothing #n*the World, and that there is 
None other God but One : [eig tos kd -, 
iu an ds, None Other, but One, is God.] 
Though there be that are called Gods 
nam, and Lords Many; to Us there is 
but One God, viz. the Father ; of whom are All 
Ilhings, and We in Him, [is aur, To Him, 
To his Glory :] and One Lord, viz. Feſus 
Grit, by whom Cor, Through whom, I are 
all Things, and We by bim. 


Theſe Words are ſo plain and expreſs, and 
free from All Ambiguity, that (I am perſua- 
ded) no Man who reads them without a Com- 
nent can poſſibly miſtake them. 

The Difference between Dr Clarke and You 
in your Manner of underſtanding them, is 
ths, According to the Dr, the Words, 
One God, even the Father, ſignify the Fatber 
mly: Ton contend, that the ſame Words 
[One God, even the Father,) include both Fa- 
The Manner in which you explain your No- 
-M tion, is This. You © do nat know the Perſon 


ue, * The One God the Father, as he 'is the Per- 


* ſon 


* who in this preſent Controverſy ſays, that 24. 64 


| © ſon of the Father, is the Son: But to ſay 


ther is indeed the Son, but not as he is Father. 


Senſe of Scripture, leaving you here fo palpably; 


. Thefirf Paſſage you. cite; 18 out of. Chryſofe 


Pag. 66. 


.* contrary to Scripture nor Tradition.“ The 


(2400 


© that the One God, who is the Father in the 
* fiiſt Subſiſtence of the Godhead, is the Son 
e in the ſecond Subſiſtence; is, I think, not 


Senſe of theſe Words, is ſomewhat beyond my 
Underſtanding; nor can I concei ve, how the ſame 
Individual can be ſaid to ſubſiſt twice at a time, 
though it may have as many Names given it as 
you pleaſe, But, 1f'T apprehend your Mean- 
ing at all, it amounts to This; that the Fa- 


S. BR S. 2 


Than which, nothing can be more-plainly 
contrary to the Words of St Prul in the Text 
before us. Nor indeed can any Reaſon poſſibly 
be given, why it might not as properly be 
ſaid, that the Father and Son and Holy Gbof 
are the One Lord Jeſis Chriſt, or that the Father 
and Son and Holy Ghoſt are the One Holy Spirit of 
God; as that the Father and Son and Holy Ghofl, 
or that the Father and the Son, are The Ore God 
the Father of whom are all Thing. 

Reaſon therefore, and the plain Words and 


you have nothing to recur to, but Tradition, 
to ſupport your Explication of this Text. And 
even of Tih;s, (for the Paſſages referred to 
of Irenaus, you do not pretend have any 
Relation to This Text, . but to Epb. 4, 6, under 
which they ſhall be conſidered in their proper 
Place) even of this Tradition, I ſay, yoh can 
find no Footſteps ſooner (which is a Thing 
highly worth the Readers particular Notice,) 
than the very End of the Fourth or Beginning 
of the Fijth Centu y.. 


tom: Which J ſhall-ſet- dawn in the Words Hue, 
of your on Tranſlation. ? Chryſoftom. (you! H by 


tell 


Cc 241 ) | 
Yell us) ſays, that the Hoh Gboſf is 
w | Chere] omitted, and the Son not mentioned 
n by the Name God, that the Apoſtle might 
ot not be thought to teach a Plurality of Gods. 
he MW The Words [of 174 om] are theſe: If 
iy I therefore He | St Paul | did not dare to call the 
ne Sn God together with the Father, that be might 
je, rot be thought to ſpeak of 1po Gods; why doft 
as If thou wonder that be did not make mention of 
n- IF the Spirit? For be was then labonring to con- 
73 mw them [the Corinthians] that we were not 
0 
The only Anſwer I ſhall give to this remarks 
le Citation of yours, ſhall be to direct you to 
parallel place of the ſame Author, where he 


be res much the ſame Account of the As of 

of WW Apoſtles, as he does here of St Paul's Epiſtle. 

ber I the Introduttion to his Comment upon the 

1 5 1 e wan Toxum mei N Hat x- 
% be „ TOWgD ding, Gai 

zod Wh ſpeak wid of Chrift Cin 1576. PRI — —— 


For how could it be, 165 08 wer fs tt 


u Book of the Acts, ] yet Tis; Y uc tor, bt 8 - 
| li bout hi vi- 19.540 Mea dl enn V in- 
very little a ts Divi Auer Um Ty vour' eG 


on, the , who beard it durd in lord 
nd inculcated to them nee in «ds ig dune ms, 


oy Dis he Lev, The EIeen 8: nh 
ny Wc „even the ; d „„ 
Is id, © Gas: and there is yy 8 
pet other but He;  .. : 

can Þ conld it be, if they bad been told that Chriſt 

ing N bimſelf God, and Equal to bis Father; but 

ce,) Y muſs, of All Others, [that is, more than 

ing In the Gentiles,] have flown off from the Apo- 


„and broken away from them? . 
t chryſoſtom : Notion (it ſeems) of this Do- 
ne, was not taught in the Ads and Epiſtles, 


by th Argument, much leſs in the 
by * R Goſpels) 


(242) 
Goſpels,) but was made known by Tradition af 


terwards, when the World could bear it. 
What you yourſelf offer upon another 7 2 


— (as to 8 pong) * of by, 
Paz. 140. kind. The Son (you ſay) was comprehende 
en in the One Lord God, while che Chur 
* was trained up in the Oeconomy of the Un 
*© and the Memory of Polytheiſm was wearing 
* out of their Minds. But when the Seuſc 
** was come, that the Church could be * int 
ed with the great Myſtery of the divine Na 
„ ture, the Doctrine of the Trinity; and wa 
capable of receiving it and being founde 
“upon it, without incurring the Danger of d 
% viding the Unity; the Son, who was now i 
© carnate or become Man, was generally ſpc 
* ken of in relation to the Nature which 


rr. 


bad newly aſſumed; and the Father, hof hi 
 & Supremacy in Order and whoſe Paternal Din dhe 
© oy by no Means ſubmitted him to any K un: 


Alliance, was ſpoken of in Terms relatir 
ce to his Godhead. | 
pag. 666 The other Authority you cite out of Chr 
tom, is as follows: wwyo&mge 5h ££0,94 
As the Father is not excluded from being Lord 
( o 0 yog $2: N , inthe ſame Manner as 
Son i Lord,) © becauſe the Son is called the 0 
Lord; ſo neither is the Son excluded from 
ing God,” (oivs e geo d nave, in the [a 
Manner as the Father is God,) © becauſe t be F 
ther is called The One God.” Juſt the co 


— — 


* Though, in your Comment on Joh. 5, 18, in your Former 5: 
pag. 89, you ſay, the Fews in our Saviours time * MUST bare 
A Metin that there was à certain Perſon ſo cloſely united to the © 
60d. t bar the great God was his Proper Father, and that en 

S Account be wes Equal with the Father, & c. 


T3 
ey whareto, is evidently True: that, as the 
Father is in this Text certainly excluded from 
being The One Lord, Feſus Cbriß, BT Cor 
Prongh] whom are all Things; ſo, by Parity of 
Reaſon, the Son is of Neceffity excluded ” 
being the one God, the Father, OF whom aie all 


Things, 


6. 
Acts V; 3, 4. To lie to the Holy Gb. 
Thou baſt not lied unto Men, but unto God. 


The plain Meaning of this Text, is; that 
lying to Men inſpired with the Holy Ghoſt, 
was in Effect the ſame Thing as Lying to God 
himſelf, who gave to thoſe Perſons the Gift of 
the Holy Chef. As Dr Clarke has explained 
it at large in his Scripture- doctrine, and in his 
Reply to Mr Nelſon, pag. 73. Ton, on the con- 
trary, without any Colour of Reaſon that I 
can perceive, and directly contrary to all Ana- 
logy of Scripture, contend that the word God, 
dere ſigni fies the Holy Ghoſt, and that, Lying 
to the Hoh Gboft, means, Lying to God © as ,,, 93. 
HE himſelf # the Holy Ghoſt,” To con- 
fute this Interpretation; it is ſufficient to 
ſhow, that there is nothing in the Circum- 
ſtances of this Text peculiarly, to oblige us 
to underſtand the word God in this one Paſſage 
in a new Senſe, wherein it is never pretended 
to be taken in any other Text of the whole 
Bible. However, the Dr obſerved alſo fur“ 
ther, that, not only no Ante-Nicene Writer 
ever interpreted this Text as you do; (Which 
ſhows how very late your Traditionary Interpre-pg.g5, 57. 
tation began ;) JE Athanaſius himſelf in 


R 2 the 


pag. 69. 


pag. 71. 


Fand to it, that the Holy Spirit of God, is PAR 


E 
the moſt Words, which the Dr cited at . 
length, explained this Text exactly as Dr Clarke .“ 
did. In Oppoſition to which, you allege another Y* 
Paſſage out of a ſpurious Latin piece falſely af: 
cribed to the ſame Author. Which is uſing 
your Reader not kindly. WF ET 
The Dr took Notice moreover, that, if the 
word, God, placed abſolutely as in this Text, 
could ſignify the Holy Ghoſt; it would follow 
that the Holy Ghoft, being the Holy Spirit of 
God, might be ſaid to be the Hoh Spirit of Hin. 
elf. In Anſwer. to This, you annex to the 
word God a very confuſed Notion, *© The 
«+ Holy Spirit (you fay,) may be the He- 
* _ of —— God the Father, ——or of 
© God the Son, or of Both together : 
” Or, put the Caſe it were granted 
that, in this Expreſſion, | the Holy Spirit of 
God,] the Word God ſtands for the Trinity; 
yet there would be no more Abſurdity ini 
* ſaying, the Holy Spirit of the Trinity, though 
the Spirit be a Part of the Trinity; than in 
« ſaying, the Spirit of a Man, which is yet: 
« Part of the Man. But ſurely you will not d 


of God; and that God is a Being compounded oi 
different Perſons, as Man is com of Soul 
and Body; and that, conſequently, when we 
ſay, Our Father, we pray to Part of God. The 
Apoſtle, in the very next Verſe to that where- 
in he mentions both the Spirit of a Man anc 
the Spirit of God, (i Cor. 2, 11;) plainly 
ſhoweth the Difference, by ſtyling it To TM 
% Th £4 T8 Sec, the Spirit which is [which 10 
ſent forth or given] from God. And our Savi 
our himſelf does the ſame, when he ſtiles iti 
(Fob. 15, 26,) W avedua © megx Ts mere” 
e ndęebt if 


( 245 ) 


. emer ber, the Spirit which proceedeth [which 


is ſent forth] from the Father, 


ng 7. 


Gal. IV, 8. Te did Service unto Them, which 
ly Nature are no Gods, - 


the r Nelſon, by comparing the ſeveral other 
Places of Scripture wherein the ſame word is 
ſed, that vas does not here ſignify Nature in 
de metaphyſical, but in the vulgar and political 
nſe. The Deſign of the Apoſtle, is to 
barge thoſe whom he here writes againſt, not, 
mth doing Service to Gods which were not the 
lf-exiftent Unoriginate Independent Deity ; (tor 
Inis they were not ſo much as pretended to be) 


45 ut he charges them with doing Service to 
u in ods, which in Reality were no God; which 
et at they had any Being at all, yet, to be ſure,) 


ad not That Nature, which their Worſhippers 
Ilcribed to them; had none of That real 
( Dominion and Authority, which the 

ip paid to them ſuppoſed them to have. 
he word, Gods, in This and in ſeveral c- 
ter Texts of Scripture, is uſed in the ſame 
eſe, as the Word Lords is uſed in 1 Cor. 8, 
| Chriftians acknowledged One True God, One 
lame, abſolutely over All, (even the Fa- 
ber, of whom are all Things;) and One True 
rd, (even Jeſus Chriſt, ? or through whom 
e all Things.) Others, (ſome in one way, 
me in another,) acknowledged Many that 
re Called Gods, without having that Su- 
me underived Divinity which conſtitutes 
e True Notion of God, 1 ſpeaking ; 


3 and 


The Dr has ſhown at large in his Reply to pag. 76. 
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and Many that were called Lords, (or, in 2 


Jol. 5. 24. 


ſubordinate Senſe, Gods,) without having any 
of that derived Authority, Power and Domi- 


nion, which conſtitutes the True Notion of 
Lord. And their paying Worſhip to ſuch fic- 


titious Gods or Lords, either as Supreme or Sub- 


ordinate, . was a Falſe Worfrip. Thus the vor 


ſhipping of Ange's, (who are no, Lords, having 


no Power of Judgment committed unto them ;) 1s 
condemned as Willworſhip, and fleſbly Pride, 
and an intruding into Things which Men bave not 


Col. 2318, ſeen, and a 1:0t holding the Head, that is, tis (in 


19, 35 


Pag. 7 
&. 45 


it's Degree) a departing ſrom our only tre 
Head and Lord; as well as the worſhipping 
of Demons and Idols. 

Againſt this Explication of the Text before 
us, you offer no New Arguments; but only 
repeat thoſe, which I think the Dr has al- 
ready fully obviated in his Reply. I ſhall here 
obſerve only, that whereas in This place (as wel 
as conflacihs elſewhere) you make the metaph 
fical Subſtance of God, and not his Supreme in 
riginate Dominion, the principal Ground of All 
Worſhip ; it is to be noted, that ſince the 
word 6 , or Febovah, does not ſignify the Sub 
fance of God, but HIM [the Perſon | whoſ: 
That Subſtance is; it follows unavoidably, 1 
the Worthip paid to Chr7/t be not given him up 
on Account of his recezved Dominion from the Fa 

ther, but upon Account of his being himſelf « « 
or Jehovab, as your Argument ever ſuppoſes 
it follows ſay) of Neceſſity, that there wil 
be in the Divine Subſtance More than One d 4 
or Febwvah , (Which is contrary to Scripture. 
For, to ſay that the Son is the ſame 5 4» or tht 
ſame Jehovah, the ſame HE (if I may ſo ſpeak 
with the Father, not repreſentatively, but litera! 
ly and individually; is to ſay expresſly, that 


— 


A* ( 247 ) Hal 
s, not the ſame Subſtance, but the ſame P:rſox 
with the Father; that is indeed, that he is no 
Ferſon at all. 

Had St Faul underſtood the Notion you con- 
tend for, he could not have ſaid, Tis ws oi- 
4 S ©EOIE, them which by Nature are no-Gods , 
but, Tvis ud ©bow S , them which by Na- 
twe are not GOD, For, to ſay, (not, that they 
are not GOD, but) that they are not Gods, for 
This Reaſon, becauſe they are not the One 
ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance z (becauſe they have not 
rcerved The Divine Subflance, ſo you expreſs 
yourſelf, pag. 79;) is ſaying, that if they 
yere the One ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance, (if theybad 
received the Divine Subſtance, they would be ſo 
many Gods; (Gods in Subſtance, Gods in Subſtance 
ir Nature, ſo you expreſs yourſelf pag. 80 and 
79.) Which deſerves your ſerious Conſideration. 


drinns, is a very remarkable 


Many. The Inference to be . 

made from it, is; that | 

ve ought All to be careful above All things, 
to maintain the True Unity of God, which 1s 
the great Foundation of all Religion both na- 
tural and revealed. Wherein This Unity of God 
conſiſts, I have indeavoured to ſhow above, 
les M pox; 218, &c. 


e. r rA ploav ,, with Thoſe who are Gods 
ll ty Nature, ſpeaking of the Roman Gods; do 
not expreſs you Notion of the word [f 


ra! Natare, but directly the contrary, For the Ro- 
t D R 4 mans 


The Sentence youcite out of Clemens Alexan- pag. 73: 


One: Idolatry, is the divi= "Bdunonaryde in 7% ive 
ding of God, from One into bg Tis TM emu Fei 


4 The words of the Roman Governour, Ae bag bo. 
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mans did not look upon Their Gods, to be Self- 


exiſtent aud Supreme, 


3. 
Heb. III; 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Who [viz. Chriſt] 


vas Faithful to Him that 2 bim, as alſo 


Moſes was Faithful in all bis Houſe. 

For this Perſon viz. Chrift | was counted wor- 
thy of more Glory than Moſes, inaſmuch as He 
who bath builded the Houſe, hath more Honour 
than the Houſe, | | 

For 6very Houſe is builded by ſome one; but He 
that built All things, is GOD. 

And Moſes verily was Faithful in all bis Houſe, 
as a Servant; 

But Chrift, as a Son over his own Houſe, 
&c. | 


The true Meaning of theſe Words, the Dr 
ſuppoſed to be This. Moſes was Faithful as a 
Servant, in another Man's Houſe ; Chriſt, as a 
Son in his own Houſe, of his own building; And 
the Supreme Houſholder [the Pater-familias| or 
Father over All, is GOD. Thus 1 Cor. 11, ö 
The Head of every Man, is Chriſt; and the 
Head of the Woman, is the Man; and the 
Head of Chriſt, s GOD. And ver, 12, but 


| All Things, of GOD. 
pag. 8. 


Againſt This Explication of the Text, you 
have nothing at all to allege. Only you vi 
your Reader would underſtand the word GOD 
in this Place to ſignify Chrif. Which if it 
did; what then would become of the whole 
Gradation of the Apoſtle's Argument ? and who 


Moſes as a Servant? 


is it, that Chriff was Faithful to as a Son, and 
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1-E The Paſſage you cite out of Philo, is a very pag. 81. 
good One: ao yee c. There are Two Temples 
of God; One, 7s This World, in which the Di- 
une Word, the fi ff. begotten of God, is High-Prieft. 
But This, and the Other Sentences you cite out 
of the ſame Author, are clearly againft your 
t! N whole Notion: As you yourſelf plainly con- „. 32. 
iſo feſs, when you ſay Philos Words are io like 
* the Apoſtle's Style in this Epiſtle, that they 
*“ may very well be uſed as a Comment on the 
Ee Place, making ſome Allowance for their dif- 
ur ferent Notions of the Dignity of the Word, 
* whom yet they Both call 205 God, 


9. 


2 Pet. I, 1. The Righteouſneſs of God, and 
ur Saviour Feſus cbril. * 1. 


The words in the Original are, duo Un 
1s Its nh, x, oN - 1% & Net Which, 
tom the Poſition of the word 1uw!, you think 
wght to be rendred, not, the Righteouſneſs of 
God, and our Saviour Feſus Chriſt, but, the 
Rebteouſneſs of our God, and Sauiour Feſus Chriſt. 
but the more exact Rendring than either of 
theſe, is, The Righteouſneſs of our God, and of 
ur Saviour Feſus Chrift ; the word vw being 
repeated «mr xovse, And indeed in ſeveral 


ou Hkditions it is expreſſed; Yes #ua!, N o . 
vi Nd 1405 Nes; And is accordingly rendred 
)D In ſome old Tranſlations, and, after Them, 

it Wy Beza, | juſtitiam Dei noſtri, & ſervatoris 
ole Wieſtri Jeſu Chriſti,] the Righteouſneſs of our 
pbo Mead, and of our Saviour Feſus Chrift, | 


und WY However, upon the whole, I acknowledge 


las Dr Clarke has done,) that the words, as to 
be their 


| ( 250 | 
their grammatical Conſfruction, are ambiguous; 
and that therefore from the bare words themſelves 
no Proof can be drawn on either Side, whether 
the Term God in this place means the Father 
or Chrift ; but this Queſtion muſt be determi- 
ned from the Tenour and Analogy of O- 
ther Placesof Scripture. 
Reply to The Doctor's Reaſons for underſtanding it of 
Mr Nelſon the Father, were: Firſt, becauſe the word; God, 
7. 33 throughout the New Teftament, generally ſigni. 
fies the Father, and therefore moſt probably does 
ſo in This Place likewiſe. And Secondly, becauſe Ml 
in the very next Verſe, the ſame words are re- il © 
peated in ſuch a Conſtruction, as determines i 
the Senſe neceſſarily without Any Ambiguity; In 
—— Ts des. #, Tu0S TH wucis ,in 
he Knowledge of God, and of Feſus our Lord. 
To theſe Reaſons you give no Anſwer, but 
j leave them to the Reader,” And fo alſa 
oI. 


p47” 33, That Other Text, Tit. ii, 13. The gloriow 
pearing of the Great God, | or, the appearing of Ml © 
the G'ory of the Great God,] and our Saviow G 
Feſus Chriſt ; having been incidentally mentio- WM th 
ned under This Head, as being in grammati-M F. 
cal Conſtruction like to the Text fore-going; Il (1 
came thence to be conſidered in This place. pe 
That, in this Text, the words, The Great Wl A 
God, ſignify the Father, the Dr hasſhownW Je. 
at large in his Reply, (N* 9, pag. 85,) from thi 
the whole Analogy of Scripture : This Title, Sa 
The Great God, being, in the Old Teſtament, the 
Character of the Father ; and in the New I G 
tament never applied to Chrift, but to the Fe fa 
ther only, Rev. 19, 17, if the Words (the de 
Great God) be at all the True Reading in That © 


aſlage. 
Pallag In 


SEE 2 
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In your Anſwer you allege, that Origen in 
one place uſes the Phraſe o wiyas $68 (abs. 
Great God] in fuch a manner, as may ſeem to 
_—_—_ it ſome Ambiguity. But whoever Contr, | 
ers the whole Paſſage, will find that 6 - Cell. lib. 
yas Yeo the Great God, is the ſame whom in s. 
the next Sentence he calls 6 r d Seeg The 3* © 
of God of the Univerſe, which is a Phraſe never 
od, uſed by Origen nor by Any Antient Writer con- 
i- cerning the Son, but the Father only. Late 
oes Writers in the Fourth and Fifth Centuries, with 
uſe I whoſe Comments you love to amuſe your Read- 
re- Ne, are of no manner of Authority, where they 
nes have not Reaſon on their Side: Nothing being 
ty; MW Pore uncertain than the Pretenſes of Tradition, 
,in contentious and unlearned Times 
You allege further, that © the Term *-19%- jag. 87. 
but MI © 1eix® Appearing, ſeems to be appropriated in 
alſo Ml © Scripture either to the Appearance of the 
Son in Fleſh at his firſt Coming, or to his 
* Appearance ina Body of Glory at his ſecond 
im WM Coming. Which is very True, and very 
g of I conſiſtent with our underſtanding The Great 
our Ml God in this Text to ſignify the Father. For 
io - the Text does not ſay, that the Great God | the 
ati- Ml Father, ] fſball himſelf appear, perſonally ; 
ing; (That's impoſſible;) But his Glory ſhall ap- 
pear. The words which we render the glorious 
reat MI Appearing, are, wmaorax Tys fe, the Ap- 
own Wl gearing of the Glory of the Great God, that is, 
rom the Glory of bis Father in which the Son of Man 
itle, ¶ Hall come, Matt. 16, 279. 
the But your main Argument 1 


s, that the Great bas. 94. 


T:{-M God even in the Old Teffament, means at the 
Fi fame time Bath Father and Son. Which is evi- 
(be dently impoſſible. For ſince the words, The 
Chat Great God, (in like manner as The Great Ks, 

and all-other the like Characters,) are neceſſa ig 


. * 


C 252) 
ly and manifeſtly 9 not of an 45. 
raft Subſtance, hut a Living Perſax; - tis plain 
this Title cannot at one and the ſame Time 
| denote Two Perſons, whatever Union er Unity 
of Subſtance be ſuppoſed between them; unleſs 
One Living Perſon can be Iwo Living Perſons, 
which is a direct contradiction; or One Living 
Perſon can be Another Living Perſon, which can» 0 
not poſſibly be individually, but only repreſenta- 
tively, Whenever therefore That w is | 
ſpoken of the Father in one place, is in ano» 1 
er applied to the Son; ſince ſuch application, * 
if underſtood literally, makes the Son to be, not U 
the Subſtance of the Father, but the ſame Living 
Agent, even the very Perſon of the Father , tis rac 
plain it cannot poſſibly be underſtood otherwiſe, M'? 
than that the invifible Father acts by bis Son, who 
is (Zech, 12, 8,) God the Angel of the Lord. 


Concerning the Texts, Rom. 9, 5, who is over 
all God bleſſed for ever; and 1 Tim. 3, 16, God *. 
was manifeſted in the Fleſh ; (Both which Texts, | 
you mention only incidentally;) the Dr has 
ſhown in his Scripture-do@rine, N* 539 and 540, * 
that, ſuppoſing the Reading and the Rendring Mo 
of Both of them to be right, yet they do not — 
aftect the Queſtion between you. I ſhall here In a 

remark only, that Dr Mills f 1 
E Patribus Catholicis, quibus expreslly acknowledges con- Wt 
id Operæ datum, ut Divinitatem cerning the latter of them; % 


Chriſti locis S : Scripturz undia: . . 
eonquiſitis . — that none of the Writers in niit 


annum Chriſti 380, nemo, quod the Time of the Arian Con- 
— gm — _— ever alleged That ll 
: een Text before the Year 380. 
——— — 8 oY Oc. Whether the Comments of 1 
| Later Writers prove (as you Nhe 
p 3 conceive they do) that the fle 
. 89. word “ See was both known and uſed ” in the | 
Reading of the Text before the Beginning of 
cc the 
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** the Sixth Century; may be conſidered, 


_ thoſe particular Comments are produ- 


10. 


Matt. XIX. 17. There is None Good, but 
One, [eis One Perſon, ] that is God. 


This Text has been already conſidered at 
large, N* 1. And all your unintelligible Ar- 
guing under this Head, about SeIf-exiftence being 
a Negative, and not eſſential or ſubſtantial Cha- 
nager; I have anſwered above, pag. 14 and 
le, ] 7 &c. 


II, 


Er , 
Rom. XI, 36. Of Him, and throwh Him 
dt Hin are all Things. ene” 


If the word, Him, in each part of this Sen- 
-» Wience, does not mean the ſame Perſon; all Uſe 
6 of Language is at an End, and Any Words 
e MY with Equal Propriety be underftood to 
17; {can 4ry Thing, | 
The incredible Confuſion you here introduce, 


n Wiifies Three Perſons; is what I ſhall not de- 
. cribe, but defire the Reader to conſider it care- 
fully by Himſelf. 

. The He here mentioned, is the God of the 
ot lers and Gentiles, ſpoken of through this 
whole Chapter z even He, whom the ſame Apo- 
fle elſewhere calls, The One God and —_ 


11 ly indeavouring to ſhow that the word Him? P — 
„ Witters to God, ver, 33, and that God there ſig- ? * 


Peg. 97. 


Page 99. The Authboritics (you ſay) for in 


in common Senſe, and in the Judgment of 
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All. And the plain Meaning of the words 
(as Dr Clarke 8 them in his Reph,) is 
This: From him all things derzve their Being, by 
bim all things are preſerved and governed, to h. 
Glory all things ſball terminate. 


„ The Spirit (you ſay) is as eſſentially On: 
with God, as the Spirit of a Man is One 
with the Man.” If by the word, God, yo 
here mean the Father; then your Aſſertion is 
that the Spirit of the Fatber is as much tbe Fs 
tber himſelf, as the Spirit of a Man is the Ma 
bimſelf. But if by r word, God, you me 

the 1rinity, as before in pag. 72 ; then your A 
ſertion is, that the Spirit of God is Part of God 
as the Spirit of a Man is (in your own Exprefli 
on, pag. 72,) Fart of the Man. Neither 0 
which Notions, are the Doctrine of Scripture 
or do at all follow from thoſe words of the 
Apoſtle, to which you allude, 1 Cor, 2; 10 
11, The Spirit ſearches all things, yea, the dee; 
things of God; For what Man knoweth the thin 
of a Man, ſave the Spirit of Man which is! 
im? even ſo the things of God knoweth no Mn 
but the Spirit of God ; Td e, Td en 78 RM 
ver. 12, the Spirit which is | ſent forth or given, 
From God. 
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Ing 
the Text before us in the manner you do, 3 
Baſil, Marius Victorinus, Ambroſe, and Auſtin 
Authors, in the latter end of the Fourth, a 
in the Fifth Centuries: Which ſhows that yo! 
Tradition here, began extremely late. Surel! 
when the words of the Apoſtle, | of him, a! 
through him, and to him are all things; to hi 
be Glory for ever, Amen ;] are fo dy, bot 


Antient 
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Antienter Writers, concerning one and 
the ſame Perſon; it requires much better Au- 
„by thority than you have alleged, to perſwade 
o li any reaſonable Man, that, Of HIM, means 
One Perſon ; and, Through HIM, another ; and, 
To HIM, a third ; and, To HIM [avT®| be 
On Glory, all Three together. Which though Au- 
One fin (you ſay) © does not directly-affirm to be pag. lor. 
the Senſe of the words, yet be plainly ſap- ' 
* poſes it MAT be fo. Which you think (it 
ſeems): is a ſufficient Proof of Am thing. 


You having, in your former Book, pag. 28, 
paraphraſed the words of this Text Thus, 
* 1 bim, as HE is Father, through bim, as 
* HE is Son; to him, as HE is the Holy 
* Ghoſt: The Dr obſerved, that This 
was plainly introducing a Confuſion of Perſons, 
and affirming that All things were through the 
Father as HE is the Son, &c. To this you re- 
ply, that your words do not © infer any ſuch 54g. 103: 
Meaning. For though all things are through 
* the Lord God, as HE is the Son and Word, 
* becauſe the Lord God is a common Name to 
* Father and Son; yet all things are not 
through the Father, as HE is the Word, be- 
* canſe Father is not a common Name to the 
Father and the Word; the Term Father, ex- 
cting} © preſſing a ſingle and individual Perſon 1 

the Terms Lord God, a common Nature. 

But now. This, is introducing (if poſſible) a 
greater Confuſion than the Other. For *tis 
making the word HE, (which expreſſes a ſingle 
and individual Perſon, as neceſſarily as the 
Term Father does,) to denote what you call a 
Common Nature, which includes many Per- 
ſons : That is, tis directly affirming One Per- 
of all ſor to be Mam Perſons. 

1ent! : Beſides: 


| 
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Beſides : *Tis worth taking Notice of here 
by the way, that if the Term Lord God was, as 
It is not, a common Name to Father and 
on; yet all that followed from hence, 
would be, that it might indifferently, accord- 
cording to the Circumſtances of the Text, be 
underſtood of Eitber of them; not, that it 
could ſignify Both together; which is a direct 
Confuſion of Perſons. | 

Over and above all which, (as Confuſion is 
very prolifick of Confuſion,) you are in this 
place guilty of Another direct Contradiction 
to yourſelt. For whereas you ſay here, that 
the Term Father expreſſes a ſingle and indivi- 
dual Perſon,” in other places you ſay, that 
the words © fs [One] and murr? [Father] 
© were never intended to exclude the Son: 
that the Title © God, notwithſtanding the 
« Addition of the Term Father,” [that is to 
ſay, the Title God the Father,] includes the 
Son: Nay, that even the Expreſſion, My 
* Father which is in Heaven does not ſo appro- 
priate to the Perſon of the Father, as to ex- 
clude the Son. 


You perſiſt in affirming, that the word £1, in 
the New Teſtament, ſignifies indifferently to 
or in. But none of the Inſtances you * 
prove any ſuch thing. Ee d tvStamor 1 1 
ur, ſignifies (in the grammatical Conſtruction,) 
bim Upon whom my Affection is placed; And b is 

Tw &yeov &", 18, he that is gone Into the Field, It 

may be added, o as To! »xd\mmv TH e Tedc, 

is, he that is received or admitted into the Bo- 
Jom M1 the Father, Upon the whole indeed, the 
| Senſe is the ſame, as wv 6 twdoxnm, and d e 
a dye, and d av & Tf nary, But affect- 
ing perplext Ideas, and labouring to ty” 


th 
de 
At 


MA 2 
re ihe Signification of words; has never any Ten- 
1s Wiency to right and true Underſtanding, nor to 
d y Good: 


11. 


it Eph. IV, 6. One God and Father of All; who 
& i above All, and through All, and in you All. 


is Never were words mare clear, more full. 
is Inore diſtin, more free from Ambiguity, and 
n vore impoſible to be miſunder ſtood; than theſe be- 
at fore us. Yet even This, it ſeems, is not to 
i- be underſtood of the One God and Father of All; 
but of the Ihres Perſoris, The Gradation, by pg. 104: 
wich you arrive at This Senſe of the words; is 
ery remarkable. The Apoſtle; having mentioned 
ne Body, One Spirit. One Hope of your Calling, 


to Nene Lord, One Faith, One Baptiſm z adds 
he ery elegantly, as the Head and Top of 
My ll, One God and Father of All, who is about 
ro- (ll, and through All, and in you All. Some of 


de Antient Fathers 1 words the Dr 
ted and conſidered at large in his Reply; N- 
„ Pag. 71, 72;) after ha- 


in ing acknowledged (as how ie Deus; eſt Patet bemini 
: ld they Fara e) noſtri Jeſu Chriſti ; & de Hoc 

5 God and E Paulus Apoſtolus dixit, Unus 
8e 0 This One r Pater, qui ſuper omnes, o& 
* 17 of All, who is above All, per oninia, bY in oninibus noi. 
n,) — through All, and in us Iten. lib. 2. c. 2. 


ll; is the Father of our 
ord Jeſus Chriſt; add afterwards, of their 
hun, by way of Comment, that this One God 
Father of All, is above All T in his 
Perſon, is throngb All BY his Ford, is in 
Ml BY his Spirit : Which Comment, though 
d- bas nothing init abfurd or unreafonable, yet 
md vothing to the Senſe of the Apoſtles words. 
the Never; upon This, Iau build on? improuement pag. 63; 
$ further: 


Þ 4&- 105. 


* 1 
* = 
\\ 
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further: © If (ſay you) He is through All B) 
bis Word, ——he is through all things 4 
* beis the Word. And if he is in All I 
« his Spirit, he is in All As he is the Spirit. 
And now it is become a complete Abſurdity, 


What follows, is (if poſſible) ſtill mon 
groſs, © Ferom (you ſay,) no leſs than Irenas 
* held an Unity of Subſtance or Nature in the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. WHENCE 
[that is, from Ferom's holding an Unity of Sul 
fiance] © it APPEARS that the Suſtant 
„Union of the Spirit and Word with the F. 
ther, SEEMS to be taught” [in this Text 
* by, who is above all, and through all, and: 
% you all. Did not the World know you t 
be a ſerious Writer, it would be impoſſible nc 
to look upon This as a ridiculing both of Sc 
ture and Reaſon, 


1 3. oc f 

10 ' 

Tit. ii. 13. The glorious Appearing of the Grt 
God, ſor, the Appearing of the Glory of u 
Great God ;] and our Saviour Feſus Chrift, 


This Text has been treated of above, in N'“ 


ar 
1, Joh. V, 20. Ve know that the Son of Off kes 
is come, and bas given us an Underſtandnig, iii in 


we may know Him that is True, LT o:\y,$vov F 
the True God; ſoit is in many MSS;] And 
Are in Him that is True, [in That True Got 


wo 


PO. >: 
wen in his Son [0 r vie &uT#, by or through 
is Son] Feſus Chrift, This is the True God, 
Eternal Liſe : [This is the True God, and 
the Way that leads to him; This is; having 
the —4 * and the Sin, 2 Joh. 9. 
e having very largely explained pz. 96. 
bis Text in his Reph, and xt 5 The CEL 
Ime God here neceſlarily ſignifies The Fa- 
er; I will not repeat his Proofs, but refer 
the Reader thither. I ſhall only make ſome 
brief Obſervations, upon what you have now 
advanced, 


Upon the general Deſign of this whole Epi- 
ſtle, you expreſs yourſelf in the following 
manner. Though the Perſon of the Father Is has. 16. 
* the ultimate End of all Worſhip, as being the 
* Firft in the Godhead; yet This does nct 
* hinder but that the main Deſign of Sr Foby's 
* Epiſtle may be, as it peu to be, to ſhow 
the Reader that Feſus Chriſt is the Son of God, 
* that he is the only Means of approaching the 
Father, that he is Eternal Life himfelf, and 
G11 True God; * And all 3 
F“ This, without exalting * The Parentheſis you here 
* him into the Perſon of Put 7. >. * 9 — * 
* the Father, to whom « — road boos dive; i 
Ne * the Title or Character no mention of in This E- 
* of True God does prima- piſtle. 
* rily belong,” This is in mw | 
a manner, granting all that the Dr contended 
for ; and would 1n its. natural Conſequence, 
lead you to the True Underftanding of This 
and moſt of the other Texts before us, 


A As to the Reading of thoſe words, that ve 
God nah know the True God; you obſerve out of /t 197+ 
" oo Dr Mills, that only 10 oy have the od 

2 od, 
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God, and 20 want it. But you forgot to take No- 
tice, that beſides the 10 ſpecified by Dr Milli, it 
is ſo read likewiſe in the Complutenſian Edition, 
trom the beſt Vatican Manuſcripts. And the vulgar 
Latin alſo has it; And very many of the Antient 
Greck and Latin Fathers. And the very Senſe it- 
ſelf, it you attentively confides the whole, ſuffici- 
ently determines This to be the True Reading. Who! 
For if the Son of God is come, and bas given us an 
Under ſtanding that we may know 3 Whom 
would the Apoſtle ſay that Chriſt has taught 

| us to know, but the Father 1n the ff place? 
pag- 10. But further, ( you ſay,) if the Dres 
Reading be true, it may be asked, what 
Occaſion is there for this Repetition, This i 
the True God; when *tis ſaid twice before in 
the ſame Verſe that he is the True God, ac- 

» cording to the Dr's Rendring, which runs Ha 
„thus; The Son of God is come, and has given 
us an wh 1 pax that we may know the True 
God; and we are in that True God, by [0 
* through] his Son Feſus Chrift; Tos is the Tru 
& God, &c.* I anſwer: The laſt words are! 

brief Recapitulation of the Whole that wen 
before. And yet it is not ſo, as you repreſent 

that the words, the True God, are twice before 

in the fame Verſe. For the word, God, i 

not repeated the ſecond Time, but only unc 

ſtood : That we may know the True God; Ant 

we Are in bim that is True, [e u aun, 1 

That True one, That True God, ] through bi 

Son L Criſt: This is the Tru: God, and eter 


nal Life. 


bag. 108. u proceed: © As for the Dr's Tranſlation 


* by his Son Feſus Chriſt, I believe he cannoFÞ ot 

\ produce one Antient Writer of the Chuic 4 n. 
8 

95 


on his Side, Athanaſus, Baſil, Ambroſe, H | 
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* think that they underderſtood it otherwiſe 
than explicatory of the preceding Sentence, 


gar in Him that 7s True.“ The 1ranſlation, 
2nt Mbrough bis Son Feſus Chriſt, is not the Dr's; 
1t- tut was ſo printed long ſince, in the Biſhop's 
ici- ible in Henry the 8the Time. As to the Fathers 


ng. ou mention: Their barely giving ao Occaſion 
5 an Wo think they underſtood it otherwiſe than you 
bom e; is a ſtrong Argument againſt you, For 
ght ad they read and umderſſood the 'Vext, as you 
e? Wo; they would, in theſe days of Contention, 
r Wot only have given no occafion to think they 
hat MWunderſtood it otherwiſe, but would have been 
ns unge enough in their Explications of it accord- 
e in g to that Senſe. But the Truth is; Moſt of 


de Writers of that Age, read the Text thus: 


WVhch Reading, is altogether inconſiſtent with 
n Senſe of the Place; Though ſome of thoſe 
er Fathers would indeed gladly have thoſe 
Wt words, This is the True God, underſtood of 


But, whatever thoſe Later Writers did, tis 
ain (as Dr Clarke obſerved,) that None of 
Writers in the Firff Three Centuries allege 
Wieſe words, This is the True God, as fpoken of 
mf, To this, you reply; that this Obſer- 


if the Dr could have producetl any One of 
thoſe Writers, who had alleged the words 
as ſpoken of the Father.” I anſwer : They 
e in Com ſe underſtood of the Father, when 
other Explication is ſuggeſted z3 there being 
o need of allegirg and explaining Texts particu- 
my, in Proof of the Father being the Tine God. 
S 3 But 


* lary, Ferom, and Cyril, give us No Occaſion to 


Dat we may know the True God, Cin * Baſil "tis, * Contr, 
[be only True God,] ond that we may be in his Eno. 
Son Jeſus chriſt; This is the True God, &c. * * 


tion would indeed have had ſome Weight, „. 111. 


peg. ic. the New Teſtament, and particularly St Fol 
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But had Any of theſe Writers (who were very 
careful in collecting Texts to prove the Di- 
vinity of Chrift, though not in a way agreeable 
to Jour Notion,) underſtood theſe words to 
have been ſpoken of Chriſt; they could not. g. 
have failed to have alleged This among other 
Texts brought together for that Purpoſe ; Which 
yet None of them ever did. Ion add: Nay 
it has not been my Fortune to meet wit 
One Writer of Antiquity, who explains the 
Text, who has not underſtood it of the Son. 
I anſwer : By Writers of Antiquity, you mean 5, 
here only ſome Late Writers of the Fourth and] « 
Fifth Centuries ; whoſe Authority in this Ca « 
is nothing; and whoſe manner of underſtand 
ing the Text, is (as I haye ſhown aboye) incon 

ſiſtent even with their own Reading of the words 


But you obſerve further, that the Writersc 


never ule this Sort of Phraſe, in the Fatbe 
% By the Son, but in the Father and in the & 
IT anſwer: It makes no Difference as to t 
Senſe, if, even in This Text, inſtead of B 
or Through, you render the words, In his 80 


Telus Chriſt, For the Phraſes; we are in t! 0 
Ic God, through bis Sou Feſus Chrift z or, 1 d 
are in the True God, and In bis Son Feſus Chrij y 


or we are in the Due God, even In (that is, 

cur being in) bis Son Fefus Chriſt ; are all 
them exactly the ſame in Senſe, and muſt all 
them equally be of Neceſſity underſtood co 
cernirg Two Perſons; unleſs, by leaving 0 
the word Sv in the former part of the 5 
tence, you leave God quite out of the wh 
Text; and ſuppoſe St Fobn affirming, t , 
vur Saviour came not to preach his Fatber I v 
all, but Himſelf only. Which, I am ſure, 5 
| | | conti 


„ 
contrary, not only to St John's conſtant Style, ö 
but to the whole Scriptures. | N 


The Dr had ſaid, that Ireneus very juſtly A 
ſtyles Chriſt True God, and Tilly God; mean- : 
ing thereby, not, ſelf-exiſtent underived Di- j 
vinity, Ce. Upon This, you ask ; © And, I pz. 10. | 
* pray, in what part of my Writings does the 
Dr find, that Self-exiftence, &c. are parts 
of the Notion of the True God, as applied 
to the Son?” I anſwer: In page 95, you 
have theſe words; The ſame exiſtent Sub- 

* ſtance, with its ſubſtantial Attributes, as It 
* 18 conſidered in the Father, is called underi. 
ved; as It is conſidered in the Son, to whom 
* It is communicated from the Father, is cal- 
led derived.“ And again, pag. 193, The 
Divine Subſtance, as it is perſonalized in the 
Father without Derivation, is called Self-ex- 
* 7/tent ; but as It is perſonalized in the Son 
* by Derivation from the Father, or as It paſ- 
* ſes from the Father into a ſecond Subſiſtence, 
e 1s called begotten ; It 3 different De- 
* nominations in different Reſpects“ Now 
from theſe words of yours, I thus argue. If 
the Subſtance of the Son, be itſelf the indivi- 
dual ſelf- exiſtent Subſtance of the Father, (as 
you affirm in direct Contradiction to the Council 
of Nice, who teach in their Creed, that the 
Son is, not the Vale 7& NTede, the Subſtance 
of the Father, but EA Tic Solas TY mere, 

ROM the Subſtance of the Father ;) then you 
unavoidably affirm the Son to be as S. Hexiſtent 
as the Father; unleſs you will acknowledge the 
Son to be no Subſiftence as all, but a mere Quali- 
ty or Affection of the Father's Subſtance. For, 
when, to avoid this Difficulty, you ſay the 
del frexiſtent Subſtance is called Derĩved or Begot- 

| 84 ten; 
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ten; yon affirm only a Contradiction in Terms, 
which is aftirming nothing at all. And when 
you ſay Self-exiftence is a mere Negation, and I t! 
no ſubſtantial Charader; This alſo is the bigbef 
Ain dit), as I have {town above, pag. 216, 


eg 116. As to the Criticiſm concerning the Uſe of the 
111. Phraſc dr he, and the placing of the Article 
0 after it; Nothing is more plain, than that IA. 
the words »T6s deu ö, refer, not neceſſarily to I n. 
the word placed next in poſition before them, but 
Always to the Verſon principally ſpoken of; to 
the Perſon who is the Principal Subject of the le 
Sentence immediately fore-going. Which, in ne 
the Text beiore us, the Dr has abundantly Ill th 
ſhown to be The Father, | 


2 8: 112. Vhat you alledge about Eternal Life be- lf co 
x ing © a joint Predicate with the True God, iſ So 
of the Pronoun This; and about the th 

„ Perplexity and Violence of the Dr's Inter- W by? 
pretation: This will be ſufficiently an- Not 

ſuered by a bare Recital of the Text, that MW pr 

tlie Reader may judge whether the Senſe of it I va 

be perplext or nat. "0:0 uv I) T1 6 vice 7s Irs WMV 

i.x |, Koi SY Arey M Bdvorer, Ive H,, Al 

J hr 3.vou (Secu. l £0 pany ö T% n &, er 

1 Li@ &v1Ss 1108 xe &T65 d d & sen 

Sete, vein S «GIG ; We know that the Son Wl © 

of God is come, aud bath given us an Underſtanding, “ 

that we may know the Tine God, and we are In 
That Tue One, (the Tire God,) by Cor, by ow ME. 
being in bis Son Jeſus Chrift, This is the Iine “ 

God, and ctei nal Life : This is the Father, and MW * 
the Son. "This is the Due God, even the Father; I. 
and This the / ay that leads to him, even Fe/w b 
Chrift, who is the Way, the Tuth, and the Life.] I“ 


What 
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el. What you add, about Idols not fignifying p. 113 
nd the Vorſbip of Idols; is mere Trifling, 


15. 


JUDE 4. Denying the only Lord God {78 ftr 
Atoov7TW ge, God the Only Supreme Gover- 
nour,] and our Lord Feſus Chriſt 


Againſt the Reaſons which Dr Clarke here al. % fo | 
leged, to prove that the Only Lord God muſt of — — 
neceſſity mean God the Father; you have no- 


thing to object. 


Your whole Diſcourſe under This Head, is 
be- © concerning an incidental Queſtion, whether the 
rod, Son was begotten bythe Vill or not by the Will of 
the the Father. To prove that the Son was begotten 
ter- W Hthe ill of the Father; beſides the _ Reaſon 
an- ¶ ot the Thing itſelf, the Dr alleged theclear and ex- 
that preſs Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, Origen, No- 
fit N vatian, Euſebius, the Council of Sirmium, Marins 
Ss Victor ins, Baſil, Gregory Nyſſen, and indeed almoſt 
4 All Antient Writers, excepting only Athanaſins, 
„ 6 To This, you make Ivo Anſwers. The pag. 124. 
1-06 One is; that the Ante-Nicene Writers general- 
Son “ ly, if not Always, mean no other Genera- 
ling, “ tion by that which is voluntary, than the Co- 
In“ ming forth or Manifeſtation of the Son be- 
fore jthe Worlds, in order to create them: 
* Whence it is probable, ſome following Wri- | 
* ters transferred the Style in a different Senſe 
* to the eternal Generation,” But now, this 
pbole Notion, concerning what you call © the 
Double Subſiſtence of the Son, (the firſt and ot 
* ſecond Sub ſiſtence of the Son,” his faſt and ſe- 


cond 
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cond Generation, Both of them before the 
Worlds;) is a mere Fiction, without any Ground 
at all; ariſing merely trom a confuſed Notion 
of Theophilus and ſome Others, (who blended to- 
gether literal and figurative Expreſſions,) as if 
the Son of God was the NoyG- , the 
internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Father, produced 
afterwards (or becoming reopoentc) into a real 
Perſon. A Notion, no leſs unknown to Fuftin 
Martyr, Origen, Novatian, Euſebius, the Council of 
$rmum,and other Antient Writers ; than Abſurd 
in itſelt, and without All Foundation of Scrip- 
ture. | 
The Other Anſwer therefore yon make, to 
what Reaſon and ſo many Antient Authors teach 
concerning the Son's being begotten by the Will 
of the Father; and which you moſt inſiſt on; 
pag. 225, is This: That, being begotten by the Will of the 
&c, Father, means only being begotten not without 
the Approbation of the Father. But This is the 
very loweſt kind of trifiing with Words, For, 
what Similitude is there between any things 
being done by the Vill of a Perſon, and being 
done by Neceſlity not without his Liking aud Aj 
probation ? The Riſing and Setting of the Sun, 
and the Returns of Rain and fruitful Seaſons, 
are (with Regard to all Humane Power) necel- 

fary : Yet they come to paſs not without 0 
Great good-liking and Approbation. Do you 
think therefore that any Man ever was ſo ab 
furd, as (for this Reaſon) to ſay that the Sun 
riſes and fets by the Will of Men? Yet this 1s 
exactly the ſame Caſe, If the Son was 
degotten by abſolute Neceſity of Nature, merely 
not without the Approbation of the Father; it 
would be no more true to ſay that the Father be- 
gat the Son, than to ſay that Men cauſe the 
Sun to riſe or the Rain to fall, Nothing is more 
| won 
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wonderful, than that Men of- Underſtand- 
ing ſhould ſuffer themſelves, (thall 1 ſay >) 
ſhould take Pains with themſelves to be impo- 
ſed upon with ſuch mere Ambiy uities of words. 
God is neceſſarily Omnipreſent and Eternal; 
obation : But was ever any Man therefore 
o ablurd, as to ſay that he was Omnipre- 
ſent and Eternal by bis Vill? He is likewiſe by 
Neceſſity of Nature, Viſe and Good; that is, 
he always neceſſarily ſees and knows what is 
right, and approves what is good; And in all 
This, his Vill is no way concerned: But 
whenever he Adi, whenever he Does any thing, 
then 'tis not by Neceſſity of Nature, but by the 
Choice of his Will, To Be, by Neceſſity of Na- 
ture; is very intelligible: But to 4#, or to 
Do any thing by Neceſity of Nature; is a 
Contradidion in Terms. For Aion, in the 
very Notion of the thing itſelf, (as the Dr 
has clearly ſhown) eſſentially implies a Pow- 
er of the Will; And All Neceſſary A- 
GENTS, (as we improperly call them in vul- 
gar Speech,) are in Truth and Reality V Holly 
PASSIVE, Was the Generation of the Son no 
more an Ad of the Fathers Will, than his be- 
ing himſelf Viſe or Knowing, is an AS of bis 
Will; it could with no more Truth or Senſe be 
affirmed, that the Father begat the Son, than 
that he begathis own Reaſon, Knowledge, or Un- 
der landing: But They would Both be as equally 
Selt-exiſtent, as tis equally neceſſary for God 
to be a Rational or Intelligent Being, and to 
Exift at all. And conſequently there wovld 
in Nature have been no more Ground of Autho- 
rity in the Father to ſend the Son, than in the 
Son to have ſent the Father ˖ But it is a ſhame to 
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inſiſt longer, upon ſo plain and ſelf-evident an 
A 
I ſhall conclude this Head therefore, with 
only taking Notice of one remarkable Expreſ- 
ſion, wherein you clearly convict yourſelf, 
** The Paſſage [cited by Dr Clarke in his 
Scripture-Do@rme, pag. 285, | out of the Sir- 
* mium Creed, was (yon ſay) to condemn Thoſe, 
* who ſaid that the Father was neceſſitated A. 
*© GAINST or WITHOUT his Will, to beget 
© a Son; And therefore their main Aim, as it 
* appears to Me, was to ſhow that the Gene- 
* ration of the Son was not in ſuch a Senſe ne- 
_ ** ceſlary, as to exclude the V ill of the Father; 
ce or to ſhow, that Nature and Vill did Both 
*© concur, in the Production of the Son.” Now 
theſe Ambiguous words, Againff or Without his 
Vill, being capable of Two Senſes; in which 
ſoever of thoſe Senſes they be underſtood, your 
Aſſertion falls to the ground. For if (which is 
the Truth of the Caſe the Council condemned 
thoſe who taught that the Son was by Neceſſity 
of Nature generated WITHOUT, though not 
AGAINST, the Will of the Father; then 
your whole Diſtinction is vain z and the Coun- 
ci] expresſly condemned your Notion ; becauſe 
All Neceſſity is always without, though not al- 
ways againſt, the Will of the Perſon neceſſita- 
ted. But if (which ſeems here to be your Mean- 
ing,) the Council, you think, condemned Thoſe 
On, who taught that the Son was generated 


peg. 119. 


Againſt, as well as Without, the Will of the 


Father; then you ſuppoſe the Council to ha ve 
condemned That only, which no Man ever was fo 
ridiculous as to aſſert. For who was ever ſo ab- 

ſurd as to affirm, that What is neceſſary in the 

Nature of God, is Againſt (as well as not By) 

ag. 11. his Will? If Hilary therefore (as“ you tell us 
: im 
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in his Comment on the place, and ſome Later 
Writers, underſtood This only to be the Mean- 

ing of 'That Great and Learned Council, whoſe 
Authority they. dare not oppoſe ; What fol- 

lows from hence ? Does it follow that the Coun- 

cil was ſo abſurd as to condemn, what no 

Man ever was or could be ſo fooliſh as to aſ- 

ſert ? or will it not rather follow, that Theſe 
Writers Comments upon the words of the Coun- 

cil, were, like yours, contrary to the Text. 


16. 


Matt. VI, 9. Our Father, which ort is Hes 
den. 


Theſe words are ſo plain, that yeu are aſha- ; 
med to ſet down the very Text itſelf, but only , 125. 
refer to it. And you are aſhamed to ſay any 
thing at all upon it, in your own words; but 
only refer to an abſurd Expreſſion, or two, of 
— enough to ſa his Head; tha 
It 1s to ſay upon this z that 
the oxly e here, is, whether, when we 
ſay, Our Father, we mean The Father or the 
Three Perſom; and whether our Saviour, 
when he ſaid, Holy Father, meant to dire& 
his Prayer to The Father, or to The Father 
and Himſelf and the Holy Spirit. If this be 
a Queſtion that needs any Arguing upon; un- 
doubtedly it can be to no Purpoſe to argue a- 
bout any thing. 


17. 
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1 Tim. II, 5. There is One God ; dud One 
— between God and Men, the Man Chrift 
eus. b 


Rely . Upon this Text the Dr obſerved , that 
Ar Nelſon, the Title One God, muſt here. of Neceſſity ſig- 
p. 115. mify The Father only, becauſe it is put directly 

as the Perſon mediated to, in — Contradi- 
ſtinction to (not Idols, but) the Perſon media. 
ting to him; Which Mediatour, is * the whole 
Perſon of the Son Incarnate or made Man. The 
words, One God, are put as a Deſcription, not 
of the Divine Nature, but of the Relative Lr 
ſon, to whom the One Mediatour makes Inter- 
ceſſion. For, to Whom is the Mediation 
made? Is it not to the Father only? 1 Fob. 2, 
1, Ve have: an Advocate, [not, with the Divine 
Nature; not, with the Divine Subſtance; not, 1 
with the Three Perſons, The Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghoſt: For then Chriſt, who medi- P. 
ates as God-· man, would mediate to 1 18 
which is Abſurd : But, faith the Apoſtle, | v v 
have an Advocate with the FATHER, Feſus Chi B 
the Righteous. IA | 
This is ſo clear and, beyond all poſſibility ol © 
evaſion, demonſtrative; that you are forced tc 
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Fag- 125. acknowledge in the following full words: © Here © 

* 0 a 
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* Nor, the Manhood or Humane Vature of Cbriſt; but, t! * 
Perjon made Man, the Man Chri/t peſus; the ſame, of who” 

St ** ſays, that orgs iyivew be was made Fleſh, and k 

Paul, that he was ir ö,; dr3;omwy wrouer made in i ant 


Lene, » 1 A by 


it 
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the Term Father is implied, as if the Apo- 
*« {tle had ſaid, There is One God The Father; 
„ So that the Meaning is This, There is One 
« Mediatony between God the Father and Men.” 
„ Tis, I think, is plainly acknowledging that the 
f Title, One God, ſignifies ig this place The Father 
Only. And yet, tor all that, in the very next 
Words, you hope your Reader will, in ſome 
it dark and confuſed way or other, underſtand the 
g Son to be included alſo. It happens very un- 
ly portunately, that your own words upon this Oc- 
1;- caſion, without any Addition or Alteration, 
ig. make a complete Syllogiſn, the Concluſion 
ole Y whereof is the contradifory Propoſition to that 


he which follows from the Premiſes. In the Text 
oft before us, 


ber- God the Father, (yon ſay,) is called pas. 12% 


er- IHE One God. 


tion © TheSon is excluded from God the Fa- bag. 123. 


27 4 ther.” ; 


bim Tet, The Son CANNOT be excluded from pz: 128. 


not, THE One God.” | So : 
l The words are all your own words; and each 
jedi Propoſition, and every word of each Propoſition, 
nel, is here taken in the ſame Senſe, as in the places 
12 2 they ſtand reſpectively in your on 


&* the Father is the Perſon mediated to: That 
« God the Son, or, the WHOLE Perſon of the 
“ Fon incarnate, is the Perſon mediating to bim: 
That God the Father mediated to, is diſtingui- 
* ſhed from God the Son mediating to him: And 
© TET it camot be granted, that the Term One 
* was ever united with the Term God, in Op- 
© poſition to the Son.” That is, again: You ac- 
knowledge the wnavoidable Truth of the Pre- 
mſes; and yet you cannot, you muſt not grant -=_ 
on- 


Again : © It is granted (you ſay,) that Gad Me: 127. 


* * * | mM 
A Res. 

Concluſion. But I wonder you ſhould have for. pn 
ot, there is no need of granting it. For when un 
- tis owned that the Premzſes cannot be denied; Nor 
the Concluſion, whether you grant it or no, will WG, 
follow of itſelf. like 
ö * not 


wad md 
| 18. Thi 
Rev. XXII, 9. Vorſbip God. | 


This Text, you Now wholly paſs over in Si- „ 
lence : And therefore I refer the Reader to what n 
has been ſaid upon it by the Dr. G 


20.2 of 


Luke 1; 16, 17. Many ſhall He: [John the 
Baptiſt] turn to the Lord their God; and be Pall i th 
go before Him, &c. ; 


How the Term, Lord God, may well be un- 

derſtood in this place to ſignify the Father , as 
it notoriouſly does in every other Text of the 
whole Bible : Or, if it be here underſtood of 
the Son, (which there is no ſufficient ground to 
ſuppoſe;) yet how it may, even ig That Senſe, 
be underſtood without any of the Confiſſon you 
introduce; the Dr has (I think) very clearly 
ſhown in his Reply. 


Whereas your Notion is, that the words 
Lord God in Scripture- language ſignify a con- 
mon Nature or Subſtance comprehending more per- 

ſons 
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conftant Uſage of Scripture, this Title Lord 
God, (in like manner as King, Father, and the 
like,) is a PERSONAL Charader; expreſſing, 
not abftraF and metaphyſical Qualities, but Per- 
mal and Relative Perfettions, namely Dominion 
md Government over the World. To This, you 


he makes Perſonal and Relative Perfections 
to be the ſame; and therefore a Perſonal Chara 
er expreſſing them, muff be a Relative Cha- 
5. racer: And Lord God being a perſonal Cha- 
at ncter, muſt be a Relative Character: In an- 
ſwer to which, I ay that ——the Term 
Fehovab is not of a relative, but abſolute Sig- 


n than One; The Dr alleged, that in all Reh # 
propriety of Language, in the common and na- 4% Ne 
tural Apprehenſion of all Mankind, and in the“! 


Thus anſwer. If I underſtand the Dr right, . 


nificationz—that Fehovab is ſometimes ren- pag. 134. 


dred by Sees God, and then God is a Name 


of Being or Eſence; that Jehovah is a pag. 135. 


Name expreſſing the Divine Subſtance; a 
Name, in common to the Son with the Fa- 
all ther, y of One God; — the Son be- P46 147 
ing himſelf d &, as he is conſubſtantial with 
the Father.” Now, in All this, there is the 


in · Peateſt Confuſion of Notions, that can be. For 
as Whereas the Dr affirmed the Title Lord Go 
* o be both perſonal and relative; you ſuppoſe 


im to argue, that tis for That only Reaſon per- 
nal, becauſe tis relative. And from thence 
u conclude, that if Any Title of God be not 
lative, but abſolate ; (as Febovab, for Inſtance, 
9 & z) ſuch Title will conſequently not be 
ſonal neither, but expreſſive of abſtract Sub- 
ace or Eſſence. In every Part of which Suppo- 
bon and of the Reaſoning upon it, you are alto- 
ther in an Errour. For the Dr did not at all 
um or ſuppoſe, * Title Lord God 

Was 


| ( 275.) 
hom he is conſubſtantial : But, if he is 
lyled Fehovab at all, he is either ſo ſtyled 
pon Account of his being His Repreſentative z 
x elſe All that can follow from the Suppoſiti- 
m of Conſubftantia'ity, is, that there will be 
Ivo Febcvab's [two u d in One Subſtance. 
Moſt erroneous therefore is your Aſſertion, that 
* the Son 1s himſelf 6 , as being conſubſtan- 
tial with the Father. For, being conſubſtanti- 
d with Him who is d, will no more make 
hum to be himſelf 6 & 4 than being conſubſtanti- 
with the Father, will make him to be bims 
{if the Father. Our Readers, not we ourſelves, 
nuſt judge of This Reaſoning : But, to the beſt 
of my Apprehenſion, it is Perfe# Demonſtration. 


Avec uind hoe been ſaid upig this Head, the 
Reader will, without any of that Confuſion 
you introduce, eaſily underſtand the true Means 
ug of the Texts cited by you, pag. 138, 129, 
141, 142 and 146; wherein you imagine (and 
indeed do but imagine) that the Son is ſtyled 
Lord God. Moſt of them are interpreted by 
you after a myftical or imaginary Manner, 
which you call (pag. 136, 137, 128,) a Tra- 
Gtional Explicaticn; that is, an Explication 
tounded, not upon any Reaſon in the Texts 
themſelves, but upon the Application made 
of them ſometimes by ſome ot the Fathers: 
According to which way of Interpretation, 
Any thing may be brovght to prove An 
thing. e them, (as H. 102, 25, of 
dd Þaft thou laid the Fondation of the Earth, 
&.) though in the Old Tefament plainly: 
Ipoken of the Father, are yet in the New 
with great Prorriety applied to the Son; be- 
cauſe By (or Through) Him, did God cre+ 
at? all things, Eph. 2, 9; Heb, 1, 2. And 

e the 
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he Text (which you cite, 
pag 1n46,) Zech. 12, 10, 
They ſhall leo upon Me whom 
they have pierced ; though ir 
may eafily be underſtood ac- 
cerding tothe Analogy of the 
reſt ; yet ought particularly to 
have this Remark made upon 
ir, that, being twice cited 
Thus by St Fobn, (Job. 19, 

3 and Rev. 1, 7;) they 
ſhall looh on AIM whom they 
pierced; and, in the Text it- 
ſelf of Zechay, being immedi- 
ately followed by the words, 
and they ſhall mourn for HIM ; 
tis probable that even There 
alſo, the True Reading is, 
they — look on HIM whom 
they have pierced ; the Diffe- 
rence in the Hebrew, being on; 
ly an Apex or Point of a Let - 
ter. 


we) 

the * reſt, are eaſily und 
ſtood according to the A 
nalogy of thoſe more fu 
and plain Expreſſions 


Fudg. 2, 1, An Angel | The 


Angel] of the Lord 
ſaid, J made you to go up out 
of Egypt—unto the land which 
I ſware unto your Father: : 


And Rev, 11 ; 1, 2, The 


Angel flood, ſaying, 

I will give Power unto MY 
two Witneſſes : And Ad: 7 
30, 32, There appeared t 


Moſes inthe Wilderneſs 
an Angel of the Lord in 
Flame of Fire, ſaj 


ing, I am the God of thy F 
thers, the God of Abrab; 

the God of Iſaac, and th 
God of Facob, 


To avoid the Force of this laſt-mention 
Text, where the Angel of the Lord expresſly fi 
ling himſelf The God of Abraham, gives ſo cal) 
an Explication of all the parallel Texts, where 

in the Angel of Gods Preſence aſſumes, or ſpeak 
in, the Name or Perſon and Authority 4 tho Fa 
ther; To avoid (I ſay) the Force of this { 
plain a Text, you give your Reader three c 


pag. 144 %; 


four Pages of the utmoff Confuſion. 
(you ſay) if the Angel,” — ſpoken o 
ebe the viſible Glory manifeſted to 


« Fit 


oſes, the! 


the Lord may be the Word actuating that Glo 
* 7y; and the Voice of the Lord, the Voice 
* of the Ford who calls himſelf ThetGod o 
© Abraham, and conſequently ſpeaks in hi 
«© Own Name: For Angel, as it fignifies ot 


cc thy 
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© q A that is SENT, can never ſigniſy the Ford, 
e full but the viſible Glory.” Or © Secondly, it the 
Tons Mt. el be the Word itſelf, as he is the opera-pag. 14 g; 


tig Power of the Father in a perſonal Subſiſt- 
1 ence; — dec Fehovab or the Lord, is 

the Fatber; and the Voice of the Lord ma 

de the Voice of the Father ſpeaking throug 
the Son in bis own Name; YET fo, as not 
to exclude the Son (who ſpeaks in the Name 
of the Father) from ſpeaking 41 THE 
AME TIME in his own Name, Perſon, 

and Authority, derived from the Father.” Org, 143. 

thirdly, though it be granted that Lord ſigni- 
fies the Father in the firſt Expreſſion, the An- 
gel of the Lord, ver. 30; yet does it not 
certainly follow that it ſignifies the Father in 
the ſecond, the Voice of the Lord, ver. 31; 
becauſe the Term Lord ſignifies the Son as 
well as the Father. If this be explaining the 
fert, I cannot but think it does certainly fol - 
„ that the Text might as well go wexplain- 


The Hereticks (you ſay) mentioned by No- 4g. 14t. 
tian, affirmed Him [Chrift] to be God the 
Father himſelf.” Undoubtedly they never 
re ſuch Idiots, as to AFFIRM any ſuch 
ling : But That Conſequence, though oy 
», emſelves perhaps ſaw it not, followed neceſ- 
„ from their Doctrine: And ſo it does like- 


e from Tours, 
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20. 


Joh. I, 1. In the Beginning was the Word 
2 the Word way with God, and the Word wa 
God. | 


Upon this Text, you have only the follow 
ra 149. ing words: The Doctor, under this Number 
makes only a ſhort and general Reflexion 
* which does not require an Anſwer. 
Here therefore, where one would natural 
have expected the moſt, you having notbing t 
object againſt the Doctor's Expoſition, I ſhal 
refer the Reader to what has been ſaid by Hi. 
Reply t® in his Scripture- Doctrine and Reply; and oul 
= _—_ add the following brief Obſervations. + 


1/8. 1. Concerning the Senſe of the Term, 5 \ 
S, The Word, 
"Tis obſervable that, d AdyG-, may well ſi 
fie, as Beza renders 1 
* Note, it is ſo printed in Sermo lle, * That Wo 
the Verſion of Beza's Teſta- Which Verſion if we allo 
ment into Engliſh, in Queen Eli (as *tis no way unreaſon 
z4berb's Time. ble; tis then evident 
s yo can't mean Reaſon. or t 
* e Sx eG S, but muſt needs refer 
Something particularly known at That Tu 
2mong Chriſtians by that Name. Of whi 
there ſeems to be a plain Intimation give 
Rev. 19, 13, And bis Name is called, d N 

der, The WORD of God. 
Philo uſes the fame Term, 5 , aftert 
following manner. Pag. 92, ö - % 
Ser UT prVw UxvTo5s or Th ndoun. , ee 
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above the whole World, and the moſt 4ntient of 
all things that were produced. And upon that 
Text, (Gen. 48, 16, the Angel which redeemed 
me from all evil, bleſs the Lads;) Tw d'% *y4dov, 
ſays he, 0s es AdyG-, The Angel, who is the 
Word. And, 18g G h N, hoyzs gury, bis 
Angels, or Words, [ viz. Meſſengers] Again, 
pag. 586, he gives Angels in general the Name 
ot Aoyer, Words or Meſſengers ot God. [Com- 
pare I Eſdras, 1, 24, The Words of the Lord 
roſe up againſt Heel And pag. 597, The world, 
faith he, 7s the Temple of God, © v, ay = 
beds o TE@TV(G- &uT7Ss 888 ho G, in which 
His firſt-begotten Divine Word is Higb-P ieſt. 
Theſe Notions of This eminent Jewiſb Wiiter, 


| (who lived in the ſame Age, and wrote before 


the publiſhing of St John's Goſpel ;) though 
they are by no means the Rule of interpreting 
St Fobn's Suſe ; yet, by Analogy and Propor ti- 
on, they cannot but afford great Light towards 
our Underſtanding with what Regards, and in 
what View, the Chriſtians of That Age would 
naturally apprehend our Saviour to have been 
by St John ſtyled, d N, The Word. Eſpe- 
cially when compared with that Expreſſion of 
the Prophet, Mal. 2, 1, The Lord whom ye ſeek, 
even [0 &yi\G rs S Incnc] the Meſſenger of 
the Covenant; and that of St Faul, Gal. 4, 14, 
Te received me as an Angel of God, | as the Angel 
of God, ] even as Chriſt Feſus, 

In Juſtiu Martyr, we find This Account of 


Chriſt's being ſtiled 5 Y,, the Word, ay» , 


: . Sas | , £ 3 
re i ok Tos 2 " TY mxT(OS Ns OOH 


mie dw Sedus * He is filed the Word, becanſe 


— 


* Note : Though Fuſtin is in this Paſſage giving an Account of the 
Opinion of — trom whom he differed ; yet this is not one of the 


particulars wherein he d-ffered from chem. 


T4 be 


Ta.) 
[be brings Cor declares] the Commands of bis Father 
:unto Mex , (Dialog. cum Tryph. pag. 358.) 
Again, E. & Kati ii) urinary ik 
Sen A: YO pk Aoyov Orr, xowov TYTo ow vpur - 
mig TW Egwnv Adyov TW eps Its dir ind! 
x, (Apol. 2. pag: 67;) If we ſay that He 
[Chriſt] was in a peculiar manner begotten of God, 
and ftyle bim the Word of God; this ought not to 
ſeem flrange to you [Gentiles,] who feign your 
Mercury to be the Word and Meſſenger of God. 
Trenaus explains himſelf thus. [Pater Do- 
mini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, per VERBUM ſuum, 
ui eſt Filius ejus, per eum revelatur & mani- 


eſtatur omnibus, quibus revelatur. Cognoſcunt 


enim eum hi, quibus revelaverit Filius — 
Angelis & Archangelis & Poteſtatibus & Virtu- 
tibus & Hominibus, Lib. 2, "op, 55, in fine. | 
The Father of our Lord Feſu: Chrift, manif-fis 
and reveals bimſelf to All, whom he is at all reveal- 
ed to, by bis WORD which is his Son. For They 
know the Father, to whomſoever the Son will reveal 
bim: to Angels, Archangels, and Powers, 
aud Dommons, and Men, 

Athanaſius uſes the like Expreſſion in the fol- 
lowing manner: Ad- TY ur mT 
pavers ket] 2 ©, The WORD, —— the 
Interpreter aud Meſſenger of bis Father, ( Atha- 
naſ. contra Gentes, | 


"Tis reaſonable therefore to ſuppole, that as 


St Paul, when he ftyles Chrift [I Cor. 1, 24,) 
the Power of God and the V3/dom of God, does 
not mean to affirm him to be [iterally thoſe At- 


* 
6 


— ” — * — 


+ Note : The Learned Biſhop Bull (Seck. 2, cap. 4, 5 ,) eites this 
Paſſage as far as the Word ywy, bur omits to allege the following 
Words, 78/6 Tov Egan adyoy Toy es 88 eyptanny Atlyun, in 
which the whole Streſs ot the Sentence lies. 


tribute: 
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tributfs of the Father, but to be the Perſon by 
whom 10 a particular manner were maniteſted 
the Power and Wiſdom of God; ſo St John, 
when he ſtyles him The Word, does not mean to 
affirm him to be literally the abfrat Word, but 
the Perſon by whom the Will of God is declared. 


2. Concerning the Senſe of the following 
Expreſſion, x, © V- i ne 10v $tor, Andthe 
Word was With God , 

"Tis obſervable that the Evangeliſt does not 
ſay, y EY Ts Sed, was LN God; as he muſt 
have done, if he had ſpoken of the MiyG- 
2 de G, the internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of 
God; but, jv Nee mw Se, erat Apud deum, - 
was WITH God; after the ſame manner of Ex- 
preſſion, as one Perſon is always ſaid to be pre- 
lent with Another. 

The Repetition of the ſame thing, in the 
ſame manner of Expreſſion, in the ſecond Verſe , 
ſeems alſo to determine the Meaning to be, 
concerning a Real Perſon. Cr jv e ο⏑]¾¶ rede 
TW Yecv, He | or the ſame} was in the Beginning 
vith God. 

The Expreſſions which follow, are All like- 
wiſe neceſſarily perſonal. Eis 7 « ito 1.94, He 
came unto bis Own. And, Kai 6 ddyG- ongt k- 
r, The Word was made Fleſb, &c. 


3. Concerning the Latter part of the Verſe, 
x, Yeds wv 6 A6) G-, And the Word was God: 
Nis obſervable, that the Term 9toc, God, 
is a Term that expreſſes, not Eſſence, Nature, 
dulſtance, or any other Abſtra# ; but neceſſarily 
denotes, Perſon. A perſon, may be ſtiled Sees, 
God : But the Reaſon, or Wiſdom, or Nature, or 
Eſſence, or Subſtance of God, can no more be 
laid to be Sede, God; than the abſtra# Rea- 


ſon 


V 
fon or Wiſdom or Natire or Eſſence or Sub ſtanee 


of a Man, can be ſaid to be & πονντ , the 
Man. This, and all other the like Titles, ne- 
ceſſarily carry with them the Notion of Ferſo- 
nality If therefore the Term Ses, God, means 
here (as o Se does in the foriner part of the 
Verſe) Him whom the Word was with; *tis 
directly affirming the Word to be the Perſon of 
the Father, Which ſince all Men acknowledge 
is impoſſible to be the Evangeliſts Meaning; 
it follows of Neceſſity, that this Phraſe, the 
Vord was God, muſt denote the Perſon who is 
here ſtiled The Word, to be (as Origen upon the 
place expreſſes it) uemyy The T& Auro $i 
' 671" G Seomnreuevor, God by Communication of 
Divinity from Him who is (originally, or] of 
Himſelf, GOD. F | 
The. whole may be illuftrated by comparing 
the following Texts together. 
Mal. 3, 1, My Meſſenger, ——the Lord 
whom ye jeek. © * 
Zecb. 12, 8. God, the Angel of the Lord. 
Gen, 48; 15, 16. God, —the Angel which 
redeemed me from all Evil, 
' Exod. 23. 21, My Name is in bim. 
4, 16, He ſhall be to Thee inftead of a Mouth. 
Fob. 1, 1. The Word, [Aby&, o df mo); 


"Epwnyevs ) * G, The Interpreter and Meſſeng- 
＋ . his 77 So Athanaſius paraphraſes this 
Place:] was God; [nv (nor ici) was that viſible 
Perſon, who in the old Teſtament is ſo frequently ſtiled 
God: The Deſcription of whom in the Third 
| verſe, is, Harra NY au TANTIH Atl things were 
made, or created, Through Him; and All things were 
from the Beginning tranſa#ed between God and the 
Creature, througb Him: And ver. 11, He came unt 
his Own, and his Own, (ot iet, his Own peculliat 
People the Jews, to whom he had appeared from the 
Beginning, ky deen Jed, as the viſible Repreſent! 
tive of the Inviſible God,) received him not ; 
li 
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Fil, 2, 6. Chrift Jeſus, who being in the Form 

1 0 God, Ec. J 4 * | bar 
Gal. 4, 14, 1e received me as an Angel [the 


* 


Angel] of God, even as Chriſt Jeſus. 


21. 


Ade XX, 28. To fred the Church of God, © 
which He bath purchaſed with bis own Blood, 


Upon This Text the Dr obſerved, that the 
Beſt and moſt Antient Copies read it, and the 
moſt Antient Fathers cite it, The Church of the &eply te 
LORD. Which at once removes all Appear-%!/on, 
ance of Difficulty. But if the word, God, be“ '*T 
the true Reading; yet how this Text may ne- 
vertheleſs be well underſtood, without any of 
That Confaſion which you indeavour to intro- 
duce, the Doctor has at large ſhown in his Com- 
ment upon the Place, both in his Scripture-Do- 
Frine and in e to Mr Nelſon, And what 
he has there offered to this Purpoſe, you have 
given uo Anſwer to. 


| Your whole Diſcourſe under This Head, is pag 150, 
ou in indeavouring to ſhow, (upon an iftci> — 150. 
nal Citation of the firſt part of the third 


* 


Chapter of St John's firſt Epiſtle,) that the word, 
Gal, ſignifies not only, in ſome places the Fa- 


ther, and in other places the Son, but alſo in 
ſome places Both Father and Sh Together. Than 
which, nothing can be more abſurd. For the 
Term God, (as much as Lord, or Father, or 
Ming.) always, and in all Languages, neceſſa- 
rily including and carrying along with it the 
Idea of Perſonality can no more poſlibly ſigni- 
fy Two Perſons at one and the ſame time,than One 

| Perſon 


pug. 21, 


13, 19. 


C 234 ) 
Perſon can be Two Perſons, Nor is there atiy one 
Text in the whole Scripture, where there is any 
C_ for 1 3 ng it. \ BE 
n your former (pag- 55,) you. 
uſed theſe words : © $t 5 the 


*+ Father and Son under the Name God, as will 
* appear from Fob, 1, 1, The Word was Vith 


| © God, and the Word was God: And therefore 
may be ſuppoſed to uſe the ſame Name ſome- 
times for the Father, and ſometimes for the 


Con, or for Both together; which is Always 


A to be determined by the Circumſtances of the 
Context.“ Now, ſince St Fobn's diſtinctly 
ſtyling the Father, [5 See God, in one part of 


the Sentence; and his ſtyling the Son, [9t0c] 
God, in the other part of the Sentence; could 
be no manner of Reaſon for ſuppoſing it poſſible, 
that the fle word, God, could at Once ſignify 
Both Father and Son; the Doctor (I think) had 
good ground from your manner of reaſoning to 
infer, that you ſuppoſed the word God in that 
Firſt Verſe of St Fobn's Goſpel, (as you ſome- 
times expresſſy contend that even this very Ti- 


tle God the Father, itſelf does,) included both 


Father aud Son. However, ſince ou complain 
of This as a Mifrepreſentation of your Senſe, 
and declare that you did not mean to under- 


Rand it fo in That Verſe, it muſt be acknowledged 


that you ought not to be charged with underſtand- 
ing it ſo in That Verfe, But ſtill you perſiſt in 
maintaining the ſame Abſurdity with Regard to 
Other Texts; iff None of which there either 
are or can be any Circumſtances of the Context, 


to determine the word God to ſignify at one and 


the ſame time Two perſons. I lay before the 
Reader, your own' Explication of your own 


| x51, Senſe, Your ©* Meaning (you ſay) is plain; 
TP" "a that, As the Name God repeated, ſignifies 


the 


_— 


. ( »$5 ) 
the Father in One place, and the Son in the C- 
© ther, So it may be ſuppoſed, that the ſame N-me 
does ſometimes ſignify Foth Father and Son to- 
* gether without a Repetition; which may each 
of them be ſeparately reterred to in the Con- 


text following.” — Thus © in thoſe Words, 


now are we the Sons of God,” [The whole Text? 155. 


is, 1 Fob, 2 1, 2, Behold, what manner of Laue 
the FATHER bath beſtowed upon ns, that we 
ſhould be called the Sons of GOD ; Beloved, 
nom are we The Som of GOD ;] in Theſe words, 
* the Term God, (you ſay) ſigniſies the Father 
and the Son: But in the following Sen- 
tence, when He ſhall appear, the Pronoun He 
refers to God, not as it ſtands for the Father 
and the Son together, but as it ſtands for the 
Son. But let the Dr's Paraphraſe ſtand, 
* when the Father and the Son ſhall appear in the 
* Perſon of the Son; I muſt own I can ſee no 
* Abſurdity in it. There can be no Ab- 
2 mar in ſaying, that the Father and Son are 
mani 

* becauſe as the Father does appear in the Per- 
« ſon of the Son, and the Son appears in his 
« own Perſon, 10 may Neither of them ap- 
« pear in his own Perſon, but in the Perſon 
* of the Holy Ghoſt.” And then to confirm 


fied or appear in the Perſon of the Son 5, 157 


all this, you cite a paſſage out of Didymus, whop . 158. 


upon the ſame words, when He Hall appear, we 
foall be like him, thus comments, We ſhall be 
& like the Father and the Son, by partaking of the 
« Trinity,” Thus again: When St Paul ſays, 
Rom. 14, 2, God bath recerved him; and, ch. 
15, 7, Chrift alſo has received us to the Glory of 


God, © the Term God (you t 1l us) ſignifies the pag. 205. 


& Father andthe Son in the former paſſage, and 
ce the Father only in the latter.” It ſuch Indul- 
gence of Imagination as this, is to be _ an 


ſtead of -Reaſring 1 am 


(286) 


Uſe either of Speech or Writing, nor can words 
ever have any certain and determinate Signifi- 
cation. What the plain and true Meaning of 
the ſeveral places of Scripture here referred to, 


is; the Dr has (I think) clearly ſhown in his 


Scripture- Doc ine, N* 538 ; and in his Reply to 


the Reader. 


Mr Nelſon, N“ 29, pag, 167; to which I refer 


1 —— 


22. 
Joh. I. 3. Al things were made by bin. [Gr. 


% cure, through bim. 


The Senſe cf this Text is clearly expreſſed; 


Eph. 3, 9, God created all things by Feſus Chriſt; 


and Heb. 1, 2, By wbhomalſo He made the Worlds. 
And in This Explication, All Antient Writers 
unanimouſly agree. Here therefore you have 
nothing at all to object. And yet no words can 


be more clearly deciſive, than theſe Texts are, 


/ 


againſt that Confuſion which you indeavour to 
Introduce in the Netion of God, when you 
would take away all real Diſtinction between 


God who created all things, and Him by [or 


through]whom God created all things. I ſhall here 
obſerve only, that whereas the Antient Greek 
Fathers perpetually ſtile the Son 72xvirrs and 


Juve de, but the Father generally mw7ys 7% 
d Non ; it is as great a Deceit upon an Engliſh 
| Reader to confound together theſe Terms f in 


” Y :, * 
a * 1 — 


* 


F This you have done particularly »:g. 168, in your r-ndring 1 


Paſſage our of Henens , and che ſame is frequently done by Ochers. 


the 


ſure there can be wo 


* . 
aus at. Lon % eo . A ED 9 


on of an FEficient and of a 


of aſſuming to himſelf a Power and Authority 


(287) 


the tranſlating of Quotations, (which is too fre- 
quent a Practiſe of modern Writers :) as it is 
to.take Advantage of the Ambiguity of the Eng- 
liſh word [By,]. to confound together the Noti- 

| iniftring Cauſe 
which in the Greek are very diflindly expreſ- 


23. 


Joh. V, 18. But ſaid alſo that God was bis FAI. 


ther, [Va re Don, bis own Futber,] making bim- 
ſelf Equal with God. 


The plain and only Meaning of the Jews in 
this place, is to accuſe our Saviour, as if his 
calling God his Father, [6 noaTye u, ver, 17, 
My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,] was 
an aſſuming to himſelf, that God whom they 
lookt upon to be the common Father of them All, 
was in a higher and particular manner «7+ 
190% [they are the words, not of Chrift bimſelf, 
but of the Fews that accuſed bim,| HIS Father 
peculiarly ; and as if his joyning together and 
comparing bis Own works [of Mercy, in bealing 


a2 Manon the Sabbath-day,) with his Fathers 


works in one and the ſame Sentence, was a Sort 


like that of God : which, by way of Aggrava- 
tion and Calumny, they repreſent as a making bin- 


ſelf in ſome Sexſe Equal with God. That this is 


the true Meaning of the Text, Dr Clarke has 
ſhown at large in his Reply, N* 23, pag. 125 ; 
and N 25, pag. 147. To which, and to what 
the ingenious Dr Bennet has ſaid upon this 
Head, I refer the Reader. | 


In 


hag. 169. 


Pag. 162. 


( 2388 ) 

In your fff Brok, you, took a great deal of 
pains ha a * and myſtical way to perſuade 
your Reader, that the Fews meant All Thisin 
a ſtrict and metepbyſical Senſe : In Anſwer to 
which, Dr Cl. gave a diffin# Explication of the 
whole Diſconrſe here recorded between our Savi- 
our and the Jews; and from the whole Context, 
and particularly from the Anſwer our Lord 


gives in the following Verſes to this Calumny 


of the Jews, has (I think) ſet in a full and 
clear Light the Senſe of the Text before us. In 
your ſecond Book, inſtead of conſidering the 
Context, and ſhowing that the Doctor's Expli- 
cation of our Lord's whole Diſcourſe with the 
Jews, was not right; you only inſiſ upon it, that 
the ue in our Saviour s Days, to be ſure, had 
the {ame metaphyſical Notions that you Now have: 
And, Let the Reader (you fay) compare this 
“ with the Dr's Explanation, and ſee which of 
© the two comes up neareft to the Letter of 
« Scripture and the Senſe of Antiquity, 

I agree with you, that there needs nothing 
more to be {aid upon this Head, but only to 
deſire the Reader to compare caretully the Tio 
Explications, and judge which is the Truth, 


I ſhall here obſerve only by the way, that 


whereas you affirm, ſuppoſing the Jews to have 
ſpoken according to your Notions in this matter 
© there is no Evidence they made a Miſtake * 
our Saviour's whole Anſwer to them in the follow- 
ing Verſes of this Chapter, is a full Evidence, 
that, if they bad ſo meant, they had been in a 


| Miſtake, And Fuſfin Martyr's whole Dialogue 


with Typbo the Jew, is a Great Evidence in An- 
tiquity, that they did not ſo mean. 


All 


0 2890 


All the Paſſages you cite out of Philo the beg 13 
Jew, are directly againſt you. Your own Ob. &c- 

I ſſervation upon them, and the Argument you 

| build on them, is very remarkable: * Can it 

* be thought that Philo was the only Few among g e. 166, 
the Learned, that had a right Underſtanding 167. 
of the Mind of Moſes? or that retained 

* the Tradition, about our Saviours time, that 

* the World was created by the Word of God ? 

* It muſt indeed be owned, that Philo ſays 

te nothing of the Equality of the Son, &c.” Your 
Reaſoning therefore is plainly This. Philo and 

the Learned Jews in our Saviours time had a 

right Underſtanding of the Scriptures concerning 

the Word or Son of God, the Meſiab that was 

to come. But theſe Learned Jews knew nothing 
of the Son's being Equal to his Father. Yet This 
you bring as an Argument to confirm what was 
the Deſign of your whole Iſcourſe upon This 2 
Head, viz: That the Jews in the Text before 

us rightly inferred from our Saviour's calling God | 
his Father, that he thereby made bimſelf Egual i 
vith God. Never was Any Argument more 
extraordinaty. 


0 = 


Pr, 7 oo +» 


it What you offer from Novatian, is no leſs | 
'® Fingular. This Author (you ſay) © denies” an J. 17%. 
> © Equality between the Father and the Son in 


I the following reſpect: That is, The Son is \ 
ast equal to the Father, on account of his 

„ being mate | Unoriginated :] For if he were, 1 
C there would be Two Independent Principles, \ | 


and by conſequence Two Gods. That he is - 
vet equal to the Father, on account of his 

being the Father, For then there would be 

Two Fathers, and by conſequence Two Geds. 
That he is not * or incomprebenſb le 2 


* * 
e 
5 299 
*. 
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* the Father, or any thing of That which is 


W pa to the Father; For then there muſt 


ave been Two Invifibles and Incomprebenſibles, 


©. and Two Gods, — But This does not infer 


page 171. 


< that he MAT not be equal to the Father in 
* the Divine Nature, ſo far as it is communicable 
* to the Son; or that This Author, who held 


him unequal in the foregoing Reſpec, 


Reply to Your Comment upon This Text, A ing 
My Nelſon altogether mintelligible; the Doctor only tran 


P. 141. 


* MIGHT not believe and affirm him to be 
% Equal in Others.” Now, not to take notice 
of the extraordinarineſs of the 1 in 
general; tis ſufficient here to obſerve, that 
your alledging even what This Author MIGHT 
believe and affrm, is founded upon a ſingęle 
Paſſage, wherein common Senſe evidently ſhows 
that the word inaqualitate is nothing but an Er- 
rour of the Tranſcriber for æqualitate or in &. 
qualitate, If the Reader pleaſes to conſider 
the whole paſſage, as the Dr has cited it at 
large in his Reply, pag. 137, 138; he will find 
that the Author's Senſe neceſſarily and palpably 
requires this Emendation, | 


24. 
 Job{VIIL, 58. Before Abrabem was, I am. 


ſcribed the Sum of it, referring it to his Reader 
And Ion have Now neither objected any thing 
againſt His Explication, nor offered any thing 


towards making more antellighle your own. 


* 
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Page 70; of your former Book. 
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25 and 26; 
oh. X; 30. 1 1 are One. 


An | 
Ich. X, 33. That Thou, being a Man, makeſt 
thy ſelf God. * 328 
Upon Theſe 


Texts you diſcourſe, as 


if our Saviour's ſaying, I and my Father are One, 


was the + Ground or Reaſon of the Jews charg- 
ing him with making bimſelf God. But This is 
by no means the Caſe, For in theſe words, I 
ond my Father are One, (a very eaſy and uſual 
F igure in the Jewiſh Language, there is nothing 
ſurprizing or difficult to underſtand, any more 
than in our Lord's ſaying concerning his Diſ- 
ciples (Fob. 17, 22,) That they may be One, even 
as We are ; or in St Pan's ſaying concerning 
himſelf and Apollos, (1 Cor. 3, 8, He that 


planteth, and he that watereth, are One, But the 


ews . againſt our Saviour, of making 
nſelf God, or of fuming to bimſelf a Power 

Authority like that of God, was grounded 
upon his ſtyling God in a peculiar and eminent 
manner) HIS Father, and thereby claiming to 
himſelf the Title of Son of God. This appears 
evidently from our Saviour's Reply to their Ac- 
euſation, ver. 36, Say ye, —thon\blaſpbemeſt, becauſe 
I ſaid, I am the SON of God? And front the 
parallel place, ch. 5, 18, but ſaid alſo that God 
was bis FAT HER, making himſelf equalwith God. 


"Which Phraſes, of making bimſelf Equal with 


— 


4 —_—.__.. 
Ms 


e affirmed him 


U 2 


e Chriſt (you ſay ) wich calling himſelf God, abſo- 
1 9 * 20 to be One with the Faber.“, 


p4&+ 1.4 


pag. 176. 


pag. 19 


Pa; 179. 
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God, and maki himſelf God, are by his Ac- 
cnſers plainly uſed only as aggravating expreſ- 


frons of Calumny againſt him. The whole 
of thele Diſcourſes of our Saviour with the 


Jews, the Dr has very largely and w_— 
explained in bis Reply: To which, together wit 
what the Reverend Dr Bemet has {aid upon the 
ſame Texts, I refer the Reader. 


It is here very remarkable; that whereas 
you yourſelf, and All Writers who (contrary to 


the Council of MNic',) contend for the No- 


tion of Individual Subſtance, generally lay a 
very great ſtreſs upon this Text before us, 1 
and mv Father are One , yet, when theſe words 
themſclves come to be particularly and diſtin&- 
ly conſidered, you are forced to acknowledge 
that the Opinion you plead for, cannot 

proved from This Text, until it be firſt ſuppoſed 
that it hath been before proved ſome other way. 
F thoſe Arguments (you ſay) proved— ; 
„it follows that there is 10 my to exclude ſuch 
an Unity of Subſtance ont of the meaning 
„ of the words, I and my Father are One: Eſpe- 
* cially ſince ſuch a Senſe is not contradiFory 
to the Context, but rather confirmed by it. 
Again : © The Interpretation which infers no 
more from the following words, I and my 


*© Father are One, than an Unity in Power 


© MIGHT PROBABLT be true; did it not 
appear frem Scripture, &c“. And again * 
* That, when the — charged Chriſt with 
* making bimſelf God, they meant no more 
„ than that he aſſumed to bimſelf the Power and 
« Authority of God, MIGHT alſo 
* PROBAPBLT be true, were it not already 
* proved that the Jews had a Notiou, &c. 


Thus 


a a © a © 


— 


WE Fa... 
0 Thus the thing to be proved is firſt taken 
-X granted, and that it muſt needs be in this Text. 
ole merely becauſe it is ſuppoſed to have been alrca:ly 
he deduced from ſome > Texts: And, inſtead, 
{ of thoſe other Texts, we are ſent to Fathers, 
ü and myſtical Interpretations : And at laſt the 548. 177. 
ne Exipture- part of your Argument, terminates 
wholly in Chriſt's having the Name Febovab 
given h:m in the Old Teſtament. Which, if 
- © AV yet (as I — 2 5 — 
already) nothing te your Purpoſe. For Febo-,,, 176. 
vab being — Ann the Nanſe r 
Title of a Living Ferſon, not of an abſtract Sub- 
flance , tis moſt evident, if it be given to the 
Son, it muſt of neceſſity ſignify either that 
the Son is himſelt the Living Perſon of the Fu- 
ther, or elſe that he is ſo ſtyled as being the 
Repreſentative of the Father, or elſe that there 
are Two Jehovab's in That One and the ſame 
Subſtance. None of which, are of any Ad- 
vantage to your Opinion. | 


27. 
Joh. XII, 41, Theſe things ſaid Iſaias, when 
be ſaw bis Glory, and ſpake of hin. 


That This Text has reference to the Sixth 
Chapter of Iſajab, is agreed on all hands. In 
That Charter, there appears to Iſaiab, in a 
Viſion, a Repreſentation of God, (that is, of 
the f Father, „ ſitting on a Throne of Glory, 


. AKN 7 7 


— 


SNA. 528 


+ This you yourſelf acknowledge inconſiſtently enough with y ur- 
Felf, pag. 185; 4 In I/aiah the Sixth, ( you ſay, ) ir is a Repre ſeuta- 
tion of the Father ; as appears by comparing ver. 3, with e 4, 


* 8, which belongs to the Father.“ 
U 3 and 


and the Hoſt of. Heaven _— about him. 
In which Viſion, God reveals to Iſaiab the 
Coming of Chriſt. By This Revelation there. 
fore, Tſaiah ſaw, that is, foreſaw, the Glory Fl 
Chriſt: Juſt as Abraham earneſtly deſired to ſee 
[1 oeAnoozTo Ive id'y, Joh. 8, 56,] Chriſt's 
day, and he ſaw it, | that is, foreſaw it,] and 
was glad, Inftead of this plain Account of 
the Text; you would fain have your Reader 


ſuppoſe, that the Perſon there repreſented (Iſa. 


6, 1,) as ſitting upon the Throne, (and whom you 
yourſelf, as I now obſerved, acknowledge to be 
the Father, according to the meaning of the 
Prophet; yet) is Both Father and Son, that is, 
Two Perſons : Which is a direct Contradiction. 
You contend, I ſay, (not, as the Antient Fa- 
thers generally do, that the viſible or Repreſen- 
ting Perſon, 1s. the Son ; but) that the Perſon 
Repreſented, is Both Father and Son. Tis not 


| reaſonable the Reader ſhould believe you can 


be guilty of fo groſs an Abſurdity, till he ſees 
your own Words. "Tis certain (you ſay,) 


pat. 184. © that the Glory upon the Throne, [ theſ 


words, by the way, are a groſs Corruption of the 
Text; For the Text does not 75 of a Glory, but 
expreſly of a Perſon; ver. 1 ,1 ſaw the Lord fitting 
_ a Throne, —— even the King, the Lord of 

ofts, ver. 5. ThisPerſon therefove whom you 
corruptly, and merely for the ſake of introducing 
confuſion, call a Glory, ſitting upon the Throne ; ] 
was (you tell us) a viſible Repreſentation of 
Both Perſons, of the Father and of the Son.” 


For further explication of which, you add, 


Pag - 135. 


that tis a Repreſentation ſometimes of the Fa- 
ther, ſomtimes of the Son, and ſometimes of 
Both together. I/, © Sometimes of the Fu 
Ather, diſtin& from the Repreſentation given 
* of the Son; as Rev, 4,3; and 5, 1; * 

cc e 


_ 


— 
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A the Glory upon the Throne | here alſo the 


Text mentions no Glory, but plainly a Perſon 
fitting upon the Throne, and bolding a Book in 
bis right hand, ents the Father, as 
* diſtinguiſhed from the Lamb or repreſenta- 


* tion of the Son upon the ſame Throne, ver. 


6: ” [not upon 555 Throne, but fanding in the 
im 


midft, before that ſat on the Throne.] 
And the like may be ſaid of Dan. 7; 


9, 13; and Ad: 7, 55. (2dh,) © Some-M4#: 185. 


* times the Glory was a Repreſentation of the 
„Son. who is allowed by All Antiquity 
* to be maniteſted in the Glory ſitting upon 
the Throne: ¶ Never did Any Antient Wri- 


ter under ſtand Him that fat on the Throne, to be 


a Repreſentation of the Son; but they frequently 
ended him * tbe Son — the 


appre 
Haber.) Yet This you repeat again, pag. 195, 


The Divine Glory ſitting upon the Throne, 
< is generally allowed to be the Manifeſtation of 


„the Son.“ 68455 * In the Text before us, pag. 185. 
„it is a Repreſentation of the 


« or in Iſai. 
4 Father, (as appears by comparing ver. 2, 


* with Rev. 4, 8, which belongs to the Eu- 


„ther ;) and of the Son, Joh. 12, 41. That is; 
% when there is no other appearance of a 
te divine Perſon, beſides the Glory [beſides 
the Perſon, you ought to ſay, according to All 
the Texts,] © ſitting upon the Throne ; this is 
e Repreſentation of Father and Son together.” 
I believe, ſince the Days the Scriptures were 
writ, there never was any thing advanced more 
dire@ly contrary to the Texts, or more Abſurd in 


nſaf. n 


The Notion of Perſon (you ſay) in relati- 4. 186: 
© tion to the Creature, is taken from Obſervati- 
on and ſenſible Experience; The Notion of 


v4 Perſon 


dag. 187. 


| . . 
62960090 

* Fey ſon in Relation to God, is taken from 
* kevelation.” This one Sentence, evidently 
ſhows the Erronevulſneſs of your whole Scheme. 
For there is nowhere in Scripture any the leaſt 
Imimation of God's being Ipoken of as a Fer- 
fon, in ary ether than in the vn gar and common 
Senſe, ſuppeſed to be in courſe underſtood by 
all Mankind. Thus in this very Chapter, I. 
faiah 65 1, 5, Le Lord ſitting upon @ Throne, 
— ev; the KING, the Lord of Hoſts, Tour 
Notion ot lerſen, is not a Revelation, but 


Metaphyſicks, 


% Divine Revelaticn (you add) and the gene- 
* ral Senſe of the Church founded thereupon 
from the very Beginning, is to be appealed 
* to tor the Meaning of the word Perſon, when 
* ſpoken of God, I ſay then, that according 
to Scripture, and the general Senſe of the 
* Church ſcunded thereupon from the very Be- 
„ pinning, Cc.“ Here youexpreſs your whole 
Noticn, in two or three Pages of the moſt 
perſect Jargon. In which a careſul Read- 
er cannot fail to obſerve, how you inſenſibly 
fide from the plain Doctrine of Scripture, 
down into the fineſt and moſt inextricable Cob- 
webs, [pwr (ds the excellent Arch-Biſhop Tillot- 
ſen exprefics it) by the Schoolmen out of their 
cn Brains. For your conſtant Rule is, to un- 
derſiand Texts o RE, not as the Senſe 
of the place requires, but 4s explained by the 
Fathers; and thoſe Explications, as interpreted 
by Later  1iters; and thoſe Interpretations, as 
finally fitted up by the Schoolmen; till at laſt 
there remains yo more Similitude between the 


Text and the Comment, than between Light and 


The 


* 


Darkneſs, © 


the DcEtrine ot Late and Scholaftick Writers of 


S - J ww” 
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( 297) 
The Dr cited here a large Paſſage out of 


acknowledge to be this, that the Son is 
not a mere Power of the Father, — but that 
he is a Real Perſon diſtinct from the Father.” 
To which you anſwer, that you“ own lim to be 
** adifiin& Perſon fromthe Father.” But no ſen- 
ſible Keader can miſs obſerving, that Fuffin 
Mantyr by a diſtindt Perſon, means a real Perſon , 
but you, only a n»minal Ferſon. And tis plea- 
{ant to xemark how, a little after, you tell us 


Juſtin Martyr , the Senſe ot which Paſlage you; 


Reply ts 
Mr N- 
vn, Þ. I 58. 


pig. 189, 
90. 


that ſome Other words of Fuſtin, (by the Help!“. 197. 


of two or three abſurd Conſequences which 
you draw for him,) RATHER ſhew that He 
believed the Son to be one Being with 


„the Father; and that the Son with thepaz+ 198. 


* Father MUST be the One neceſſary Being. 
And that St Cyprian may REASON ABLT be 
* SUPPOSED to have believed them to have 


been One Being. And that Theophilus and hg · 196. 


lrenaus ſhew indeed that the Son was not 
the ſame Perſon with the Father; but do 


* not DENT, nay RATHER their Writings. 


* ſuppoſe that he was One Being with him.” 
Are not theſe excellent Foundations, to build ſo 
material a Doctrine upon? | 


Upon the Doctor's affirming that God is, 
not only (ro 6) individually one Heim, but alſo 
i & individually one intelligent Agent or Perſon , 
you · int upon it, that the Term 5 e re- 
lates not to Perſon, but to : And from 
hence ycu draw Conſequences at large, in a 
anner very well worth the curicus Readers 
areful Peruſal. But the Foundation of your 


eceſſarily abſurd, For Sts cannct be _ 
re 


ibid- 


pag. 191 O 


Aſſertion, is, in the very Nature of Language, — — 


( 293 
rel to, in Caſes where it has not been before-men- 
tioned ; as, often happens in places where the 
Term 5 &r occurs. And in ſuch Conſtructions 
as This, Irs Ve 6 &v, tis as abſurd and un- 
grammatical a Tantology to ſuppoſe 5 &v re- 
fers to Ys ; as in that other Expreſſion, eie 
cc, & ju dg, d Sts, to ſuppoſe dee and 
«1; referring to de de, and con tly to rend- 
er it thus, There is no God good, but One God, 
which is GOD. | 


* Fuſtin Martyr (you add) ſays, that the Son 
. ſpake theſe _e to Moſes, to esu d Gov.” 
"Tis true that Fnſtin Marty does ſay ſo. But 
*tis alſo as true, that through his whole Book he 
largely and induftriouſly labours to ſhow, that 
he ſpake thoſe words 1n the Perſon of the Fa- 
ther, or as the Repreſentative of the invifible Fa- 
ther, and not in his own Perſon; Directly con- 
trary to what you affirm, pag. 198. 


peg, 192, You complain again, that © the Dr does not 
& 193, & ©* explain” what he means by the Son's baving 
20) * tyue Divinity and Dominion commmicated to bin jj, 

from the Father, To this, an Anſwer has ſus 


Fs g. Fg ss S. gs re n =O. 


been given above, pag. 224. th; 
| H. 
28. ä ph 

Acts VII; 3o, 31, 32. There appeared to bit 2 
an Angel of the Lord in a Flame of Fire if 45 

the Buſh. And the Voice of the Lord cam! * 


unto him, ſaying, I am the God of thy Father 
. the God of Abraham, and the God o Iſaacy 
aud the God of Facob, n 


% L ( 


jj only. 


( 299 ) 


 The- Perſon here 7 to Moſes, mult of 
Neceſſity be either God, the Father, bimſelf , 
or, the Son ;Jor, an ordinary Angel. 1, That 
the Father himſelf never appeared or ſpake, is 
agreed on all Hands: Hin, no Man hath ſeen at 
any Time; Te have neither beard bis Voice at any 
time, nor ſeen bis Shape; Joh. 1, 18, and 5, 
37: And, tis impious to imagine (ſays the + Sy- 
nod of Antioch) that the God of the Univerſe 


+ See the 
lace ci- 


ſhould be called an Angel, 2. If it was an ordi- d a 
vary Angel, that ſpake to Moſes ; then tis un- length in 


deniably evident, that he could not ſay, 
the God bf thy Fathers, any otherwiſe than 
as ſpeaking in the Name or Perſon of God, 
whoſe Meſſenger he was. 3. If it was the Son 
that ſpake; ſtill tis very apparent from his 
being here tiled the Angel of the Lord, that he 
did not ſpeak of Himſelf, but in the Name and 
as the Repreſentative of his Father, when he 
ſaid, I am the God of thy Fathers, the Godof 
Abrabam, &c. For who the God of the Father: 
is, we are expresſly told by St Peter, Ad 3, 13, 
The God of Abrdham and of Iſaac and of Facob, 
the God of our Fathers, bas glorified HIS Son Fe- 
ſus. Here the Apoſtle in direct words affirms, 
that The God of our Fathers is He who glorified 
HIS Son Feſus. If therefore He who glorified HIS 
Son Feſus, be the Father, and not both Father 
and Son; it follows demonſtratively, that the 
God of our Fathers is not the Father and Son 
together, (as you, in direct Contradiction to 
the Text, a 


« The Authorities (you ſay) cited by the Dr, 


ed in the Perſon and Name of the Father; br 
1 


DrClarke's 
Tam Reply to 
My Nelſon, 


pag. 163, 


m, pag, 202 3) but the Father 


e ſhewed indeed that the Son appeared and aQ- © * 


( Zoo ) 

< did not deny that he acted in his own Name 
and Perfon alſo,” I think, this is a plain Con- 
tradition. Your own explication of it in the 
larger Paſſages which I have cited above, pag. 
276, and which I deſire the Reader to conſult ; I - 
make it (if poſſible) more plainly ſuch. 


200, You acknowledpe, that to ſay one perſon was | i 

_— Sent by another, 4 * to make him 2 different 

* and ſubordinate Perſon, that could be ſent 3 

«< by him. But 5 is affects your IN 1 
Inference, that the Son with the Father is the 

* neceſſary Being itſelf, * you cannot tell.” I ll 

doubt not but the Reader can tell; And there- ! 

fore I leave it to him. mc 


' 201, To your repeated Aſſertion, that the 
a Mania Jehovah is given to the Father and 
pag. 292. the Son; and that © Febovah is the Fa- 

* ther and Son Together,” I have given a di- 
ſtin& Anſwer above, pag. 235 and 274. 


7 
d 
be 
87 
You ask; © if Father and Son be the One 1 
L 
ca 


De. 201. 
and only God, why ſhould the Dr, contrary to 


&« Scripture, call the Father the One and only 
true God, in Contradiſtinction to the Son? 
The Anſwer is given by St Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, 
& To Us there is but One God, the Father, in 
expreſs Contradiſtinction to, One Lord, Fe- 
* ſus Chrif;” And again, Epb. 4, 6, © One 
God and Father of all,” in expreſs Contradi- 
* ſtinQtion to. One Lord and One Spirit; | 
And by our Saviour bimſelf, Joh. 17, 3, that I fa 
© they might know Thee the Only True God,” in I vai 
expreſs Contradiſtinction to, Feſus Chrif 4 
t 


& whom thou baſt ſent.” "Tis ſomewhat too 

much, to take it for granted, that theſe plain 

Texts are contrary to Scripture, 1 
0 


(3or 


— To conclude this Head. The Reader can no 
better Naa the Senſe of Ty Text 
N n by comparin together ol- 

lowing Paſlages of nn, . 7 
ared to bim 


Acis 7; — err 
— an Angel of t 2 lame of Fire 
in the Buſh, —— * the voice of the Lord came 
mito bim, ſaying, I am the God of thy Fathers, 
the God of Abrabam, and the God of Iſaac, and 
the God of Facob., 

Gen. 16; 10, 13. The Angelof the Lord ſaid 
wito ber, I will bel, c. And * cal- 


Exod. 23; 20, 21. Bebold, I I an Pur 


before thee : 
greftons, for = Name is in Him. 

Judg. 2, 1. An Angel of the Lord, — ſaid; 
T made to go up out of Egypt, —— unto the 
Land which I ſware unto your Fathers, 

Judg. 13; 21, 22. He was an Angel of the 
Lord: and Manoab ſaid, ve Hall ſurely die, be- 
cauſe we have ſeen God. 

Eccleſ 5, 6. Neither ſay thou before the Ar- 

gel, that it was an Errour. 


them. 
Hoſea 12; 2, 4. He had Power with God, 


yea, he bad Power over the Angel, and pre- 
2 * 


[5 the 5.23 Aud tbe Loy aid unto Satan, 
the LORD "rebuke 18 2 Satan. at, 


, I, 2.— Standing before the Angel 


He will not pardon your Tanſ- 


Iſai. 63, 9. The Angel of bis Preſence ſaved 


— — — — — 


— -- . — — — — — — 


1 


8 


— 


— * 


(3020 Pet 
Jude 9. Alſo Rev. 12, 7; and Dau. 10, 21; 
and 12, 1.] | : 
Zech. 12, 8: Shall be ax Qod, as the Angel of 
wo 2 obs Tee 
Mal. 3, 1. ener, ——t 2 

, 14 0 


ye ſeek, — even the er of the Covenant. 

II. 9, 6. Wonderful, Coumſellor, The Mighty 
God. [According to the LXX, and as cited 
by all the Antients, Mey0%\us pang" ANN, 
The Angel of bis Great Counſel.) 


| 29, | 
Rom. XIV; 9, 10, 11, 12. That He [Chriſt] 

might be the Lord both of the Dead and Living. 

ae Pall all and before the Fudgment-ſeat 
of Chrift. For it is written ; As I live, ſaith the 

Lord, every Knee ſhall bow to me, and every Tongue 
G all confeſs to God. 1 

| & 


Since God hath appointed and ordained Chriſt 
to judge the World, Ad, 17, 31; and 10, 42 
and Fob. 5, 22; and Rom. 2, 16; one would 
think there ſhould be no great Difficulty in ap- 

rehending, how giving an Account to e, 
— God judges the world, is conſequently 
| ry Account to God, who judges the World 

riſf. Ny 

Fon This, you have nothing to allege, 
Only you wiſh your Reader would rather in a 
confuſed Manner underſtand God and Chrift to 
mean in this Text one and the ſame Perſon ; 
though, for Forms ſake, you will not call them 
one Boba, but one Being, | | 


In your fr Book, you cited upon this Head 
a paſſage out of Irengus : Which the Doctor, in 


his 


= an ecae oo. coo cAqZA: oc. oc tract. a oc} ad ite. on. a: © .a4 fr © On o& Vc me 


Gang) _ 
Ibis Reph, tranſcribed and obſerved to be, not 
Fer you, but direfly againſt you. And Now you? 204 
think it appears very ffrange, he ſhould not tell 
f BE you wherem the Contrariety conſiſts. The words 
of Irengus are: That every 
Aue ——might bow to Chri "be vers "nos N welp 
Feſus, our Lord, and God, i 45 $67 ») Gola 2 Ca 
and Saviour, and King, ac- —_—_— 2 thy 
d cording to the GOOD PLEA- guy Kc. 15. 1 cap. — 
„ SURE of the inviſible Father. | 
Theſe words you Thus (and indeed very rightly) . 204. 
underſtand ; that {every Knee might bow, accord- 
ing to the Good Pleaſure of the inviſible Father, 
to Chriſt Feſus, our Lord and God and Saviour 
and Ning: Whereas (you fancy) the Doctor in- 
terpreted the paſſage, as if Irenaus had ſaid, 
75 the o_ was * wry oe and er and 
according to the good Pleaſure of the invi 
ble Father, Had he Ry bus. it, the — 
would ftill have been exactly the ſame. But, 
| T think, he did not ſo interpret it, but barely 
£ placed the Engliſh words in the very ſame Lati- 
riſt tude of Conſtruction with the Greek ones. The 
2; evident Contrariety of Irenaus s words to your 
uld Y Notion, lies in This: that He affirms it to be 
ap- upon Account of the good Pleaſure of the 71 
kk ble Father, that every Knee bows to Chriſt Feſus, 
Y as our Lord and God and Saviour aud Ming; where- 
ld as your Notion (of the Father and Son being 
one Individual,) ſuppoſes this Homage due to 


Chriſt altogether iudependent on the Fathers 
in a Good Pleaſure, being as much due to him antece- 
to dent to am Signification of the Father's Will or Com- 
0 3 mand, as it is due to the Father bimſelf. 
eln | 


30, 


= —— 533 
| *. 
1 : 


30. 5 


Heb, XIII, 8. Feſus Chrift, the ſame Tefterday, 


and to Day, and for ever. m 


The whole Sentence runs thus: Whoſe Faith 
follow, [viz. that of the Apoſtles who firſt in- 
ſtructed you, ] conſidering the End of their Con- 
verſation : Feſus Chriſt, the ſame Teferday, and to 
Day, and for ever: Be not carried about with di- 
vers and ſtrange Doctrines. That is: Adhere ſted- 
faſtly to the Faith of the Apoſtles, and be not 
perplext with Doctrines brought in by other 
Teachers ariſing after them : For Jeſus Chriſt is 
the ſame Saviour. and his Goſpel the ſame Go- 
ſpel, to Them at firſt, and to Jon now, and to 


a All Jeneratious that are to come herea ter. 
p4,: 208, Againſt This, you have nothing to offer; but 


209 and A Suppoſſtion, that this Epiſtle poſubly was writ- 


210. 0 


ten in Hebrew; and a Suppoſition that, in That 
Hebrew, (inſtead of, e aurô-, The Same,) the 
Author might poſtbly have writ, He; and a 
Suppoſition that, it the Author did uſe that 
word He, he might poſſibly intend to have it un- 
derſtood in the dark and cabbaliſtical Senſe, as 
intimating the Immutability of the divine Na- 
ture. Pyftbly you may think it range in This 


place, {as you did under the laff Head about the 


paſſage of Ireneus,) that it ſhould not be told 
you V herein theſe Suppoſit ions fail of being 
convictive. But I think this may well be 


tuſicd with the Reader, : 


* 


re 


ene de re ae, SH... RIAA. EZ £A TC. e 


1 or 2 
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Mark XIII, 2b e af 7 . Bur 
Anoweth no Man: no, not the' Angels which are in 
Heaven, neither - the Son, but the Father ; 1m 
x Ave only, Matt. 24, 36: uy 


Upon this Text: you have avoching to after; 
And therefore I refer the Reader to what we, 4 
Defoe has ſaid . 3 ag. 17t¹ 
, #4 0 


oo "4 


— 


.ts 


* 


32. | 
ob. xv, 28: th Eber i 2 + this 15 


ioſt the Doctor 8 Interpyetation of this, 
147 you have nothing to allege : 
therefore I refer the Reader to the Booksnbove 
mentioned. ; 
1 only repeat, by the way, that SEN pag. 211. 
undegotten are Negative Characters, 
4 gone — = begotten are poſitive Charact- 
ers; Neither of them affecting the Subſtance 
* of the Perſons.” Which Aſſertion how ab- 
ſurd it is, 1 a diſtinctly own. above, pag: 


216, Ge. 


33. 


Phil. II; 6, 75,11. Who being in the Fm 

of God, thought it not Robbery to be equal with 

God; Who, though he was in the Form of 

God, yet did not take upon him to ing be | 
with God; or, 05-20% SES being ei * 


(3%6 ) 
noured as God; or, did not look upon that 
Honour as a Prize to be ea erly held faſt and 
not parted with ;] But made bi, bimſelf of no Re- 
putation, Ce xlr or, deveſted him + the Glo- 
1 be hefore poſſeſt j and took upon bim the 

Farm of a Sr uant, and was made in ke Linas 
of Men, took upon him the Form of a Ser- 
vant, being made in the Likeneſs of Men: 
and bumbled bimſelf Sc. Wherefore God al. 
Jo. bath highly exalted bim, and given him * 
which i is above every, Name 3 Kc. 2101573 


011 
Againſt the Dr's een and Erplicz- 
tion of this Text alſo, this very remarkable Text; 
Joo have not a Syllable to offer. And there- 
ore I refer the Reader to what he has at large 
alleged in his.65ripture-Pofrin”upon this Head; 
Ho 5 his Reply to 3 Nelſon _ the 7 
20 * 2 8 138 AN 
140 of 8 204 d. Reply :;. — 5 to what 
1 Then ſaid at large upn _ 
ext. | 
5 ſhall here further robſerys only by the way, by 
That. paſlage of TJertalliam againſt Prax- 
; ap. 75 cited by Bp Bull, Sac. 2, c. 7, || th, 
5 Exinda eum PAREM ſibi ſaciens, de quo f the 
pro 7 Fila fadlus e; a careful Reader H. 
wall f find that the henſe ot the whole: paſſage ne- Sn 
ceſfarily requires it to be read, not .PAREM, || [0 
but PAT REA. For Tertullian could not there 
mean to ſay, that the Word, or Son, made God to 
be equal to bim, which is neither Senſe, nor 
to Tertulliam Purpoſe ; but that the Word, be-“ 
ing ſtyled, (amongicther Titles, there mentio-| G. 
ned) primogenitus the firſt-begotten, thereby 
auſed God to ha ve the Denomination of FTutber, . 
be een be . Sn. Ve 1 
41 2 


3 * 


* : . 
| anc 
' ha 50. 6 ad. 


Tz DAS SEOSX ty Dy in. mp oy hee ne 


: GGC Y 

i | i alfoplaioly in Allufionto this very Text; 

- | that LaZentws (as cited and trauſlated by Dr Cl. 
-in his Seripture· Doctrine, ) expreſſes himſelf inthe 

e follo uncommon Manner. 4771 ſays 
he, was Faithfal to God; For he taught that there 

-i but One God; and that He only is to be worſbip- 
I. Nor did be ever call Himſelf God 3 becauſe 

al- bad. not been Faithful, if. 

ne || being ſen to take away the na- ille veid exhibuir Deo f- 1 
ip. Gods and ⅛ ! 
ee, be. bad introduced any oportere; nec anon je i [ 
E dr I 
ct; | this wonld have been, not fidem, fi miſſus ut Deos tolleret 


re- || preaching the One God, nor 
ge || doing the Work of Him that 


and ſo he mould have ſeparated 
bimſel from Him, whom be 
caſe 15 2 5 . Mt 2 
c was .ſb Faithful, aj 
aſſumed notbing to Himſelf, 
but only performed the Com- 
mands of Him that ſent him; 
therefore he was inveſted with 
the Dignity of an. everlaſting 
High-Prieft, the Honour of a 

me King, and the Name 
[or Title] of GOD: 


14 


ſent him, but bis Own work; 


& Unum aſſereret, inducerer 
Alium præter Unum. Hoc erat, 


non de Uno Ded facere præco- 


nium; nec ejus qui miſerar, 
ſed ſuum proprium negotium 
87 — ; ac ſe ab eo, quem il- 

ſtrarum venerat, ſeparare. 
Proprerea, quia tam fidelis ex- 
kitit, quia fibi nihil prorſus 
„A ut mandata Mitten- 


tis impleret; & Sacerdotis per- 


ui Dignitatem, & Regis 
ummi honorem, & DE / nomen 
accepit. Lidlant. lib. 4. cap, 


14. 


— 


Col. I; 15. Who is the Image of the imvifils 
God, the firſt-born of every Creature, 


In your Commentary upon this Text, there 


I nothing relating to the Senſe of the 
Ii Ext itſelf, but only an Account of à myſtical. 


and fanciful CG of that paſſage of 
— i 2 


the 


(308) a 
the Pſalmiſt, My Heart is inditing a good 


Matter; and an unintelligible Diſcourſe 


about the Notion of ſome Antient - Wri- 
ters (condemned by the Council of Sirmium,) if 


tthat the Son is AdyG- ev Ser G- and meg 


5% A. s cerning which Notion, the Dr obſerved, that 
' Both parts of it could not be literally true. For 


P. 177. 


ty, but is only figuratively ſpoken of As a Per- 


inconſiſtently theſe tuo Notions Together; ma 


pas. 221. feſt Abſurdity, To this, you anſwer: A 
 . © for confounding that which is literal with the 


condemned by the Council of Sirmium. Ane 
pee: 217 if they ſuppoſed (as jon contend they did) tha 
and 221, the (y- e der.) Internal Reaſon of t 


the internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of God; then it 


eos, the Internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Father, 
produced in Time into a perſonal Subſiftence. Con- 


if the Term [N The Ford] ſignifies literally 
cannot poſſibly be a Perſon literally and in rea- 


82. A- aA .c cc... 


ſon > And, on the contrary, if it ſignifies lite- 
rally a Real divine Perſon by whom the Father] 
manifeſts himſelf to his Creatures; then 
it can only fgtratively, and not literally and 
in metaphyſical reality, be ſtiled the Wiſdom 
or Reaſon of the Father. So that, to confound 


king That which is literal, to be at the ſame 
time figurative ; and That which is only figurative 
to be at the ſame time literal alſo; is a mani 


fgurative, and the fig:rative with the literal; 

if it ſhould prove true, it does not affect Me 

who gave only a ſhort Extract out of th 
* Writings of thoſe Fathers, to ſhow that they Spi 
* held the Perſonal exiſtence of the Son wit! 
* the Father from all Eternity.” But this! 
a very frank Confeffion indeed. For 'tis wit 
much Approbation that you cite and enlarge up 
en the Notion of theſe Writers, ſo expres] 


Father, was eternally a PERSON, thoug 
ab 3497 n 


( 309 ) 
Not (Tgogizoc) Produced till the World was to 
be created; this is plainly, in the higheſt De- 
gree, making that Confufion of literal and figw- 
"ay ove ons, which the Dr took Notice 


And you ſtill more directly ſhow your Ap- 
probation of this Confuſion, in what follows. 
For whereas ſome Writers had argued that it 
was an Impoſſibility in Nature for the Father to 
exiſt without the Son, becanſe ſo he would be 
LANG )- and «0op©-] without Reaſon or Wiſ- 
dom : Inſtead of acknowledging the Weakneſs 
of- this Argument, you indeayour to vindicate 


it by a Detenſe yet more abſurd : © As for what pag. 273. 


is meant (you ſay,) when it is ſaid that the 
** Father, conſidered diſtinctly without the Son, 
would be zXoyG-,” | without bis Reaſon or Vi 
dom 3 it is not that the Attribute of Reaſen 
* or Rational Power would be ſeparated from 
* the Father, but the Begotten Logos or Wiſdom 
only; - That is, you ſuppoſe the Force of the Ar- 
gument to be this only; that if the Father was 
conſidered without the Son, he would then be 
conſidered without the Son. 


f x * 2 | 8 — 
NF; <5 i | 3.5: 2 

Matt. IV, 1. Then was Feſus led up of the 

Spirit into the Wilderneſs. © x7 | 

This Text, you Now omit wholly. 


* 
© + 6 8 - * o 
eee n 36. 
. * & 1 9 
5 1 
1 * 
x 
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* 26. KI * 


Luke IV, 18, The Spirit of the Lord i apo 


me, becanſe be hath anointed me to preachth 
Jpel to the Poor, _ ERAS 5 

zul Pen this Text alls, yga haye nothing to 
F ee 


AQy XXVIIL 2g 26, 27. Vell ſpake the 
Holy ' Ghoſt by Iſaiah the Prophet unto our Fa- 
thers, ſaying, Go unto this People, and ſay Gc. 


— and 1 ſhould heal them. es HW 
That which you would infer from This Text, 


pat: 227, is; that the Lord, (not the Glory, as you con- 


und 229, 
and 252. 


fuſedly affect to call it; but the Lord, the Per- 


on) whom Tſaiab- law E 


(Hai. 6, 1.) was the Hoh Ghoſt as well as the 
ather. Nothing can be more evidently con- 
trary to the whole Tenour of Scripture, or more 


contradictory in itſelf ; than that the Appear- 


ance of a Man, (lo you expreſs it, pag. 228, 
from le parallel place, Ras + ,26,) Weeuld re- 
preſent at one and the ſame time More Perſons 
than One. The play Meaning of the Text, 
is ; that Tſaiab, by the Inſpiration off the Hol 
Ghoſt, ſaw, ina Viſion, a Reprefiuqmiion of 
9 ſitting upon his Throne, and ſpeaking un- 
o him. And becauſe twas by the Tnſpitation 
of the Holy 857% that Iſaiah ſaw this Repre 
ſentation of God, ſpeaking to him and ſending 


him unto the Children of Iſrael; therefore the 
Apoſtle in the Text before us, very properly 
ſays, that the Holy Ghoſt ſpake BT Iſaiab the Pro- 


phet 


> wa tiki os bc” 


nm Y On ors 08 GD wan wee c „„ 7WHOwW mat, co vc 


(311) 
phet unto our Fathers. This clearly takes away -.- 
all che Conluſion you introduce, about G r 
2 mg, and the Siri pe mg, and the Father 
king exchiffo? ar inc lie of "the Spirit; and 
much more to thefame Purpo 6 which n. 
er may conſider at his Leiſure, pag. 227235. 


As to the Signification of the ward Sueben 237 
which you ſuppoſe to be equivalent to mwroz 236. 
or 40105nG-, and to expreſs Individuality of 


% , 


Sabſtance z the contrary has frequently been very 
dearly ſhown by — Learned Writers, and 
particularly by Bp Bull in his Defenſo Fidei N- 
cine, Sect. II, cap. 1. The paſſages you cite, 
wherein the Phraſes, 7&7 716 1166 ias, and 
re dur Sia, and TEOUTOTYG The QUOEWS, are 
uſed; are all beſdes your Purpoſe: Becauſe the 
word T«uToTvs ſignifies equally a generical, as 
well as an individual Sameneſs. Wherefore 
though the word T&v70&5'G-, which is in its 
Etymology ambiguous, (if good Authors had 
not choſen to confine the Uſe of it to the ſame 
Senſe with : ©-,) might, as well as 5,4. 
S&nG-, have ſignified a Conſubſtantiality not indi- 
vidual; yet, on the other ſide, the word 0249: + 
dig, which, is not ambiguous, cannot, like 
Te&uro%0!G-, expreſs, an individual Conſulſtantiali- 
9 Nor is your alleging the words ö je e 
nd oLorrdTe, any whit more to yout Pur- 
poſe: For as thoſe words ſignify Perſons who 
fortng from the ſame individual Father or Mother, 


not, who are .thewſelves the. ſame: Individual; ſo 

b 010 likewiſe $7294 them who. ſpring [ £4 

TY durhe 301 from the ame, individual Sub- 

flance, not, who are themſelves the ſame Indivi- 
zal. 


X 4 After 


Cams) 


x, 517, id rgoo das idh; per ſons conſubſtantial, the Fa- 
Laas en Te d Au, . cr. ſon of " particular Subſtance 


bag: 253. 


1 


70, 


Joh. III, 5. Except a Man be born —of 


the Spirit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of 


God 


Buy the word God here, you defire your 
Reader to underftand the Holy Gboſt; and con- 
ſequently, by the Kingdom of God, the Kingdom 
1 the Hoy hot: APhrale that has no paral- 
el in Scripture, nor (I think) in Any Chriſti: 
an Writer. Whether our Saviour really meant 
in this place, the Kingdom of. the Holy. Ghoſt, or 
the Kingdom of bis Father; I leave the Reader 
to judge from the Analogy of Faitn. 


t 
2 
b 
t 
0 
: 


— 1 wü ne 


=” wwd a, ww, 


* . 


ie bo. Gas i. ods ra bono bet ii 


* 


. 
of Ge, 


ſon, p. 189; and you having Now o 


(+ ft * 
e 


3 * . „ 
- { 


Ghoft, ſhall not be forgiven unto, Men. 


The Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, ſignifies 


in this place, (as appears from the Context, and 
from the | 
Iiſts,) a contemptuaus reviling and rejeFing of the 
laſt and hi means of Conviction, even the 
preateft Miracles which our Saviour worked by 
of God, Matt. 12, 28 ; with the Finger 
nke 11, 20. But, this Text having 
been largely treated of by the Dr, both in 
his Scripture-Do@rine and in his Reply to My Nel- 
Reed nothing 
more, than what yon had in Effect alleged be- 
fore in your fr Book; I ſhall add nothing ito 
what the Dr has ſaid, but leave it to the Read- 
er to conſider and judge of what has been al- 
leged concerning this matter on Both ſides. 


40. 
2 Cor. III; 14,16, 17. V hich Veil is done away 
in Chriff, ben it [the Heart of the 
Children of Ifrael | Hall turn to the Lord [ſhall 
be converted to Chriſt,] the Veil ſhall be taken 
away. Now the Lord is that Spirit; and where 
the Spirit of the Lord is, there is Liberty: 8c. 


j The lain Meaning of this Text, is; that 


the Veil of Darkneſs and Obſcurity, which was 


in the Types and Figures of the Moſaick Law, 


being now done away in Chriſt ; conſequently 
the Jews, when they turn to the Lord, or are 
converted by Faith in Cbrift, have that Veil ta- 
ken away, which before hindred them (ver. a 3) 
; | that 


Mat. I, 3 1. The Blaſphemy againf the Holy 


parallel Paſſages in the other Evange- 


+ 


1 31 140 
that they . not ftedfaſtly look to the End of 
that which is aboliſhed. This Veil, I ſay, is ta- 


ver. 16. ken away from the Jews, upon their turning to 
be Lord, or being converted by Faithin Chriſt , 


ur. 19 becauſethe Lord [ viz. *'Chrift}as that Spirit, the 
irit ſpoken of through this whote Chapt 
12 Spirit and End of the Law, in O 

ver. 6. to the dead Letter. He, (by Teeſe 2 4 
the Truth, 15 4, 23 by: 
ous e tr 43 . 
12 e of F the Glo 
+6G and 187 4 5 


rit 0 


ei ity an une of the Law : 80 that now 

. 18. we all with open Face, beholding as in a Glaſs the 
Glory of the Lord, K . 

The further particulars of this Chapter, are 

at large paraphraſed and explained in the Dr's 

pag 192. Reply to My Nelſon, which the Reader may be 

pleaſed to conſider, and compare with your Ex- 

plications af By r Texts, | iT 


- * VP 1 * + 


. 


* F800 Mthanef us ( you eke be. 225 pnderſood ur 
rs he interp | 


Phraſe, . in fome of his Wrici 
otherwiſe : And all the other Writers whom you c cite for a diffe rent 
Inter pretation, are ſtjll Z nter chan He. b 

T Thus che — — . in his Commentary on ver., 18, on- 
gerſtands Chriſt ro be there rar _ r 4a 'The Lud ior 
Giver ] of the Spirit. 0 


41. 


6 


c 


(63157 
41. 


er XXVm, 19, Baptizing them in NY 


the Pather, and of the * and F the 
Hoy Obep. Fn TOY Tl 


The Door has od in his' 5b 
grine, and in his Reply to Mr Nelſon, p 

that the true Paraphraſe and 2 
this Text, is the * Baptiſmal Creed, And 
the Reverend Dr Bemet agrees with him in his 
Interpretation of this Text. Whether you have 
offered any better Interpretation, "0 the 
Reader judge. 1 


. 42. 
1 t Joh V; 7, 8. For there ave Thres ah bear 
Record, in Heaven; the Father, the Word, 
and the y Ghoſt; and theſe Three are One: 
And there are Three that bear Witneſs in 
Earth, ] the Spirit, and the Water, and the Blood; 
and theſe Three res in One. 


If the words here incloſed were genuine, yet 
the Phraſe tv «1 (are One,) could not be proved 
to mean any more in this place, than Agreeing 
in One and . ſame Teſtimony. But that there is 
no Reaſon to eſteem the words genuine, has been 
abindantly ſhown in Dr Clarkes Letter to Dr 
Vell, pag. 43 n his Reply to Mr Nelſon, 
pag. 207's and more particularly in 
r E fall Tiquiry into the Original 
Authority of that Text, 1 355. V V, 7. In which 
you will find it — and clearly ſhown, that A — 

the 


C 316 Y 
the Greek Manuſcripts ever yet found in the 
World, agree in wanting theſe words z that All 
antient Verſions in all Languages, omit them 


likewiſe; that no Greek Father in any. Age, 


either cites or refers to them; that no Antient 


Rig. 291. 


5486. 29 


Latin Father cites them; that the ſingle Paſ- 
fages of Tertullian and Cyprian, which have 
vulgarly been ſuppoſed to refer to theſe Words, 
do not- really — to them; that particularly 
Facundus is an Evidence that Cyprian did not re- 
fer to theſe words, and even Fulgentius himſelf 
does not oy he did: Laſtly, that the 
Learned Dr Mills's ConjeQture, how theſe words 
might poſſibly drop out of the Text, is plain- 
ly an impoſſible Suppoſition; but that tis eaſy 
toconceive how out of the Margin they might 
creep in. Here alſo you will find a clear and 
diſtinct Anſwer to that Objection of yours, 
that in ſeven of Stephen's Manuſcripts nothing 
more than the words & a ea | In Hea- 
ven] are wanting; which Objection is founded 
merely upon an Erronr of the Preſs in Stepbens's 
Edition; no Manuſcript being any where 
found, that wants thoſe: words Only. From 
whence it notoriouſly appears, that Beza's pre- 
tending to have obſerved ſeven —_— 
wanting thoſe words Only, was nothing elſe 
but his being deceived. by that Errour of the 
Preſs in Stephens. o 

What you. allege about the Reaſonableneſs 
of believing that Eraſmus believed there was a 
Manuſcript in Great Britain, which nobody in 
Great-Britain ever ſaw ; and the Paſſages you 
cite out of a pretended. Manuſcript Work of Ori- 


V Zen; are not worth taking Notice of. 


- 


Upon 


ſonable, than that, 


than it now ap 


Blood; 


( 3:7) 


. 


| Upon the Whole ; 


thing can be more rea- 
than ing theſe s were 
printed in a different Character in the i Eliti- 
ons of our Engliſh Bibles, when the Evidence 
for the words was ſuppoſed to be much greater 
and the Evidence againft 
them was not known to be near ſo ſtrong as 
dis Now found to be; they ſhould at leaft be 
fill printed in a different Character. 

83 Ver. 5. Who is H that overcometh the World, 
but He that helieveth that Feſus is the Sou of God? 
This is be that came (that was declared and ma- 
nifeſted to be the Son of God) by Water and 
And tis the Spirit that bearcth 
Witneſs, becauſe the Spirit is Truth, For there 


are three that bear Record, CL Heaven; the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghoſt ; and theſe Three are One: And there are 


Three that bear witneſs in Earth.] the Spirit, and the Water, 


and the Blood; and theſe Three agree in One, 


I am, Sir, 
Jour affectionate Friend 


* and Servant, Kc. 


FLIES N 1-0 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


4+ HE Sun of this whole Controverſy, 
be compriſed inthe following E. 
The wiſeſt Goitiles werk by Nature, and ge 


ers by the Law, tau; they bel: ahi in 
804. 7 which, Both of them 1 
One Supreme Pe on or N the Ma- 
Thing 


ker and Governour of | 

Our Saviour and his Apoſlles 0 that Fer 
ſus Chrift was the Son of that One God, whom 
both yew ews and Gentiles 8 acknowledged. 

When therefore Cbriſt was himſelf 40 er d more” 
over {tiled God; In what Senſe was Tl proba- 
bly underſtood, by thoſe a among whom he was 
firſt ſo ſtyled ? 

Would they not batum ly underflind it an 
the Subordinate Senſe; in which Senſe, both 
mm and Sede are very frequently uſed in 
Scripture and in All other Writing 4 ? 

Or could they underftand it to ſignify, that 
he was individually the ſame God oo Him whoſe 
Son be in? when even They who moſt earneſtly af- 
firm him to be the ſame God, do not indeed mean 
that he is (in that literal and proper Senſe) the 
ſame God, ; (the ſameSupreme Perſon or Agent ;] but 
only that he is of ths ame individual Subſtance ; 
Which is neither — — to the Council 
Nice, (who taught him to be 6wosnQ-, not A- 
voss:G- v maT91,) nor proved from Scripture. 


And, if it was; yet, being of the ſame indi- 
vidual Subſtance, - (if thereby was not meant be- 
ing the ſame Supreme Fer ſon,) would not a- 
mount · to being individually the ſame God; 
but either Another God | or Supreme Perſon] in 
the uu individual © Subſtance, 11 his ä 
ut 


3 319) 

and Dif Life is yi. Neceſity ature* of 
_ elſe, if his e cho 1 ie Fernand 
ved to him ll of tbe Father, though in 
the ſame individual Subſtance , then He [his Per- 
ſon] is as ry pbordinate to and dependent on 
the Father, it were not in the fame indi- 
vidual Saber. For the, Notion of GOD, ab- 
ſolutely pea BY King erp 2 12 5 as well 
as his. Su fa is mri 

TIL * ＋ Ty N 7 * 


WA Ky E. R R 4 17 4 
Fa. in. Trend | 
r. 14. needleſsly 

err 8. 3. +. Indeed the Scriptures in every 
„ plwace, where Many are tiled, 2 
r 2 U * Dm; do ſpeak figuratively. 
N I 1 z $8 om the reverſe, in every lace 
TOTALS. they mention an Unity of iutelli 
LP Agents, (except. Gal. 34.28, w 
Att Chviſtians'are by a ſtill higher 

Figure ſtiled, de, One myſtical Per- 
Sim 5.1 eit fn, which is the Church or Spouſe of 


Nets _ WK Chriſt ;) chey almaynipes in the 
| FI : ry fame Term, 
Fond” 30. 25. de 26, (Achte Form of God, and 
equal ro God, + — 
18. is. 

35 20. But Dr Bennet always 

61. 3. dySfwmwr _ 

62. 8. We (for want 


89. 17. conſtantly, vor generally, nor 


4311 2 37. lib. 3, c. 10. 
98.5 | 
103, 29, MEET b «\ 
136. 2. | ſuen 
207. 27. * 


225, 17. 


238. 7. deie, 
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